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| The Country Law Societies on the Report of the 


Land Transfer Commission. 

THE ANNUAL reports of the country law societies,which are now 
coming in, contain interesting expressions of opinion as to the 
practical effect of the Report of the Land Transfer Commission, 
and in particular as to the celebrated passage in that report 
summing up the opinion of the Commissioners: “The system 
as it stands is in our judgment imperfect : and we cannot 
recommend the compulsory extension of an imperfect system. We 
think that it should first be amended in the manner we have 
proposed, and that if, after sufficient experience, the amended 





system is found to work satisfactorily within the present com- 
| pulsory area of the county of London, a Bill for the gradual 
| extension of compulsion on sales to the rest of the country by 
| the establishment of local centres and. branches in the manner 
suggested by the Registrar should then be considered by 
Parliament.” The Committee of the Sheffield Law Society had 
little time to consider the Commissioners’ report before the issue 
some time ago of their vbservations upon it, but they are of opinion 
that the effect will be “to relieve landowners and solicitors in the 
provinces from the fear of any extension for some years to 
come of the principle of registration of title.” The committee of 
the Herefordshire Law Society, in observations which we print 
elsewhere, think that the report is “‘as satisfactory as could have 
been anticipated,” and say,that if the law affecting the taxation of 
real property in England were in the same state now as 
it was when the Commission was appointed, “they would 
hope that in the face of such a report the attempts to extend 
compulsory registration to the provinces would be abandoned.” 
| But they think that some register of the owners of land, to be 
| kept up to date, is essential to the scheme for taxing land values 
that has now become law, and suggest that a basis for such 
an arrangement might be found in some such scheme as that 
suggested by the late Mr. WOLSTENHOLME, the essence of which 
was to abolish all estates in land and rent-charges, except the fee 
simple and terms of years absolute ; leaving all other interests to 
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take effect in equity ; and that this being adopted, there might be 
a register of land similar to that of the stocks and shares of rail- 
way and other companies. This view derives increased importance 
from the fact that Mr. HumFrys, a leading member of the society, 
and an expert in conveyancing and real “oy law, will 
be the next President of the Law Society. © suggestion, 
coming from such a quarter, deserves careful consideration, but 
as at present advised we imagine it will not be acceptable to the 
Land Registry authorities, and that solicitors, after their éx- 
perience of Mr. B. G. Lake's compromise with those authorities, 
will not be very ready to enter into the arrangement with them 
suggested by the Hereford Society. Finally, the Norwich Law 
Society puts its finger on the weak point of the Commis- 
sioners’ report by saying that “to ordinary readers the fore- 
going extract [above quoted] would appear to practically dispose 
of the matter; but it will be noticed that the whole question 
turns on the ‘1Fr,’and, so far as can be seen, the Land Registry 
Officials will be the judges as to what will be ‘ sufficient experi- 
ence,’ and whether the amended system works ‘ satisfactorily.’ ” 


The County Courts Bill, 

Tue County Courts Bill, which the Lord Chancellor has 
introduced into the House of Lords, repeats the attempt which 
has been made for several years past, with the exception of last 
year, to make some much needed reforms as regards the county 
court bench. It also repeats the attempt, first made in the Bill of 
1909, to facilitate the hearing in the county court of common 
law actions beyond the £100 limit. This proposal, which forms 
the first clause of the Bill, is taken from the report of Lord 
GORELL’s Committee, and it was the cause of the Bill being 


! 


to a single judge of the High Court, whose decision is to be final 
unless he reverses or alters the decision of the county court judge, 
or unless leave to appeal is given by the High Court judge or the 
Court of Appeal. The Bill also contains proposals with reference 
to the county court bench similar to those in the earlier Bills, 
Section 24 of the County Courts Act, 1888, authorizes pensions 
to county court judges who resign in consequence of permanent 
infirmity ; but if a county court judge retains his health, he 
cannot retire on a pension, however long his service, and in case 
of temporary illness he has to bear the expense of a deputy, 
Clause 15 is intended to enable the Lord Chancellor to recom. 
mend for pensions judges who have served for twenty years, but 
it might, perhaps, be more clearly expressed. Clause 16 permits 
of payment of remuneration to deputy judges, and clause 17 
empowers the Lord Chancellor to appoint temporary assistant 
judges where the state of business in any court so requires, 
| There is no provision for increasing the salaries of county court 
_ judges, though this is a measure which, at any rate in important 
circuits, should not be delayed. Clause 19 amalgamates the 
offices of district registrar and county court registrar in places 
| where there is a district registry of the High Court, and places 
_ the appointment in the hands of the Lord Chancellor. 
| 
| Defamation of a “System.” 
IT 1s unnecessary for us to say that the greatest public 


| importance attaches to the decision of the Court of Appeal in 
| Griffith and Bedell v. Benn (Times, March 22nd). Our readers 


_will remember that the plaintiffs in this action are contractors 
having each an interest in certain patents relating to electrical 
traction, and in a business which exploits the patents. The 


wrecked in the House of Lords in 1909. The majority of | system of traction to which their patents applies is popularly 


Lord Gore.t’s Committee, it will be remembered, were appre- | known as the “stud ” system, and is a rival to another system 
hensive that, if unlimited jurisdiction was conferred on the | known as the “conduit” system. The respective merits of the 
county courts before the civil business of the High Court on | two systems haye become a matter of party controversy in 
circuit was reorganized, the county court might prove too | municipal politics, and the defendant—a local politician interested 
formidable a rival. They recommended that the circuit system | in London Government—made an attack upon the system of the 
should be “entirely remodelled,” and, subject to this being | plaintiffs as installed upon their tramway Rare by the London 
done, they recommended further that common law actions | County Council. In consequence of the defendant's letters, 
might be entered without limit in the county court, subject to | speeches, and an article by him, it was alleged by the plaintiffs 
the absolute right of the defendant, in cases above £100, to| that their system had suffered in the public estimate and 
have the action transferred to the High Court. An influential | had failed to secure adoption by other local authorities. 
minority of the committee thought that the latter proposal should |In an action for defamation (libel and slander) the 
not be conditional on the reform of circuit business, and indeed | jury found for the plaintiffs with £12,000 general 
there is no necessary connection between the two. If the pro-| damage, but disagreed as to special damage. The question 
posal is good in itself it should not be delayed because it may | which came before the Court of Appeal was whether or not the 
emphasize the defects of the High Court. The County Court | attack of the defendant on the plaintiff's system amounted to 
Bill of 1909 adopted the proposal of the committee as regards | either libel or slander (in which case special damage need not be 
county courts, but it was beyond the scope of the measure to | proved), or was simply a case of “trade libel ” (or an attaek on the 
touch the circuit system. The clause was objected to by Lord | plaintiffs’ goods and title), in which case “ special ” damage has 
Hatssury. It was rejected by 37 to 32, and the Bill was not | to be proved. The reason for this distinction—to the plain man 
proceeded with. It is repeated in clause 1 of this year’s Bill, | just a little metapbysical—is that libel and slander are specific 
which provides that county courts shall, save in ejectment, | torts having a special form of writ in the old system of plead- 
matters of title, libel and slander, seduction and breach of pro- | ings, whereas “trade libel” was unknown to the early common 


mise, and save in actions assigned to the Chancery Division, or 
the Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty Division, have jurisdiction 
to try any action which might be commenced in the High 
Court, notwithstanding that the debt or damage claimed is not 
limited to £100; but where the action could not, apart from 
this section, have been so commenced except by consent, it shall, 
on the application of the defendant, be removed to the High 
Court. 


The County Court Bench, 


Tue County Courts Bill also provides for extension of juris- 
diction in probate cases from £100 to £500, and gives jurisdiction 
up to the same limit in lunacy (clauses 2, 3); and it extends the 
jurisdiction of the registrar on liquidated claims to £5, unless any 
party gives notice requiring the case to be heard by the judge ; 
and also, subject to certain qualifications, to unliquidated claims 
up to the same limit (clause 4). And by clause 6 it makes 
provision for the holding of special sittings for the trial of actions 
over £50. Clause 13 gives, in cases exceeding that limit, an 
appeal on questions of fact alone, or of mixed Saw and fact, in 
addition to the existing right of appeal ; and appeals are to be 


| law and is simply one of the numerous dissimilar torts which 


are lumped together as “actions on the case.” When a state- 
ment is a "ielenaetete libel "—i.e., an imputation on the 
laintiff's character—malice is presumed and so is damage. 

hen it is merely a “trade libel "—i.c., an imputation on the 
merits of the plaintiff's property—both malice and special 
damage must be specially proved. Of course, an attack on the 
plaintiff's property may of necessity involve imputations on his 
character, ¢.g., when it is alleged that the drugs a chemist sells are 
poisonous or adulterated. In such a case there would be a 
“defamatory ” libel as well a “trade ” libel. 


The Province of the Judge and Jury. 


A NICE question must often arise as to whether an attack 
upon the “system” which an inventor or contractor employs 
does not of necessity involve an imputation on his character, ant 
therefore give rise to a “defamatory” libel. This question 18 
a mixed question of law and fact. It isthe duty of the judge, 
in the first instance, to decide whether or not the words in 

uestion are capable of a defamatory meaning ; if he finds that 





they are, then it is forthe jury to say whether or not in the 
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cireumstances they have in fact a defamatory meaning: Capital 
and Counties Bank v. Henty (1882, 7 App. Cas. 741)—this is the 
leading case and contains an exhaustive discussion of the law. 
In the present case the Court of Appeal took the view that the 
defendant's attack could not amount to a “‘ defamatory ” libel, 
and was therefore merely a “trade” libel, which requires the 
proof of special damage. It is curious to notice how, in the 
course of little more than a century, public opinion has changed 
as to the respective functions of judge and jury in cases of libel. 
The old common law rule was that the judge alone decided all ques- 
tions as to the existence of a libel—the jury merely found the 
publication and the damages. Then in 1792 public opinion led 
to the passing of Fox's celebrated Libel Act, which left to a jury 
the decision as to whether or not the words complained of are in 
fact a libel, but reserves to the judge the function we have just 
mentioned, Now it would seem that the opinion of the average 
intelligent ‘observer is inclined to doubt 'the wisdom of leaving to 
a jury the decision of questions into which popular prejudice so 
largely enters. 

Trustees’ Investment on Mortgage of Trade 

Premises. 

ARE TRUSTEES justified in lending more than one-half of the 
value on a mortgage of trade premises, and is there any rule on 
the point? It seems to have always been thought, or taken for 
granted, that there was such a rule. Mr. Lewin in the early 
editions of his work on Trustees says: “As to buildings used 
in trade and the value of which must depend on external and 
uncertain circumstances, trustees would not in general be justified 
in lending so much as one-half.” In the case of Re Olive (34 
Ch. D. 70) Kay, J., seems to have given the passage his blessing, 
or at least hia tacit approval, though it did not apply to the case 
before him, and the passage is still to be found in the latest 
edition of Lewin on Trusts, p. 376, which has just been published. 
But the statement does not seem to be borne out by the three 
cases cited in support of it. The first was the case of Stickney v. 
Sewell (1 My. & er 8), where we find this : Semble, that two-thirds 
of the value should only be advanced upon property of a per- 
manent value and not upon buildings used in trade. The second 
case is Stretton v. Ashmall (3 Drew: 9), where it was held that trus- 
tees who invested money on mortgage of trade buildings without 
taking any steps to ascertain whether the property was at least 
worth twice the money invested on it were guilty of a breach of 
trust. The third case, Royds v. Royds (14 Beav. 54), was 
only a decision as to costs. It seems, therefore, that there 
never was any fixed rule as to not lending more than one-half 
on trade premises. It is in every case a matter for the dis- 
cretion of the trustees, and they must act as a prudent man 
would act under the circumstances. That view of the 
law has just been confirmed by Eve, J., in the case of Palmer v. 
Emerson (reported elsewhere), where it was argued on behalf of 
the plaintiffs that trustees ought not to advance more than one- 
half the value on a mortgage of shop property, but the learned 
judge had no difficulty in decidin that there was no such rule, 
and that the cases only went to this, that trustees as a general 
rule are well advised in not lending more than one-half on 
trade premises. 


Garnishee Process in the County Court. 


THE FORM of judgment in the county court under which a 
future date is named for payment has led to an interesting point 
in White, Son, & Pill v. Stenning (Weekly Notes, 1911, p. 68). 
Under the County Court Rules, ord. 26, r. 1, any person 
who has obtained a judgment for the payment of money may, 
upon making an affidavit that judgment has been recovered 
and that it is still unsatisfied, oul that some other person—the 
garnishee—is indebted to the debtor and is within the jurisdic. 
tion of the court, obtain the issue of a garnishee summons. Is 
this procedure available after the judgment has been recovered, 
but before the day has arrived when, according to the judgment, 
the debt isto be paid? In the present case the plaintiffs on 
the 20th of September, 1910, recovered judgment for £18, the 
amount to be paid into court on the 13th of October. On the 
29th of September they obtained three garnishee summonses 
against debtors of the defendant which were returnable on the 


18th of October. On the 7th of October the defendant paid the 
amount of the judgment debt into court, and he applied that 
the garnishee summonses might be set aside on the ground that 
there was no jurisdiction toissue them, Primé facie it seems that 
after the court has fixed a definite future date for payment of the 
judgment debt the creditor should not be at liberty in the mean- 
time to take proceedings which are in the nature of execution. 
But the county court judge decided against the defendant's 
contention, and his decision has been affirmed by the Divisional 
Court (RipLey and CHANNELL, JJ.). Upon the words of the 
rule the result seems to be by no means clear. In order to 
found the jurisdiction for the issue of the garnishee summons the 
plaintiff has to prove that the judgment has been recovered and 
is “still unsatisfied.” But until the date for payment has 
arrived there is nothing which requires satisfaction. It cannot 
properly be said that the judgment is unsatisfied until the time 
for satisfaction has arrived and it remains unpaid. It was 
pointed out by the Divisional Court that, on the hearing of the 
summonses, the county court could dismiss them and award 
costs under ord. 26, rr. 12, 14, if the process was in fact 
vexatious. But this seems to be hardly sufficient. Probably the 
draftsman of the rule had not in mind the case of a judg- 
ment for payment at a future date, and the rule should be 
altered so as to require the creditor to prove that the mone 

payable under the judgment is due and has not been satisfied, 


Treaties and the Extradition Acts. 

AN EXTRADITION case of more than usual interest is reported 
in the Times of March 21st—Rez v. Governor of Brixton Prison— 
an application by one THOMPSON for a writ of habeas corpus. 
The application was based on the contention that the applicant 
had been arrested wrongfully, and that the terms of the treaty 
with France had not been complied with. This raised the question 
as to how far the English courts are concerned to look beyond 
the Extradition Acts themselves and into the actual treaty 
between the King and the foreign Power. Substantially, 
THOMPSON was charged with obtaining, in France, money 
under false pretences, and this is an extraditable offence as 
between Great Britain and France. He was arrested in England, 
in pursuance of section 7 of the Extradition Act, 1870, which 
enacts that a requisition for surrender of a fugitive criminal is 
to be made to a Secretary of State by a representative of the 
foreign Power, and empowers the Secretary of State to require 
a magistrate to issue his warrant for the apprehension of the 
criminal. The Extradition Act is only brought into operation 
as regards a particular foreign Power by an Order in Council, and 
the authority for the King to make any such Order in Council is 
conferred by section 2 of the Act itself. This section expressly 
directs that the terms of the treaty which is to be brought into 
operation are to be recited or embodied in the Order in Council. 
The treaty, being thus embodied in the Order in Council, acquires 
in a manner the statutory authority possessed by the order, and 
could not otherwise be enforced, or perhaps even noticed, by the 
courts. Now, Article IX. of the treaty with France provides that 
an accused person arrested on an extradition charge is to be 
discharged if within fourteen days a requisition in the manner 
directed by the treaty is not made by the French Government for 
his surrender. (A complication is introduced b the procedure 
Article being referred to as “ Articles II. and III.” instead of 
“ Article VII.”) Part of the procedure directed by Article VII. 
is that duly authenticated depositions taken before the French 
magistrate are to be tendered to the English Secretary of State 
with the requisition for the criminal’s surrender. In the present 
case no such depositions accompanied the requisition. It was 
contended on behalf of the prisoner that bis arrest was on this 
ground illegal. It was urged that the English courts were bound 
to see that every provision of the treaties as well as the Extra- 
dition Acts was complied with, and the case of Reg. v. Wilson (3 
Q. B. D. 42) was relied on as an authority. The Queen’s Bench 
Division had there held that the court must have regard to the 
fact that the prisoner bad been arrested in the teeth of a pro- 
vision of a treaty which clear! exempted him, and that the 
Order in Council applying the Extradition Act--and therefore 
embodying the terms of the treaty—could only intend to bring 
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the Act into operation subject to those terms. Reg. v. Wilson 
was, the King’s Bench Division now held, clearly distinguishable 
from the present case. Here there had been simply a defect in 
procedure, and there was no ground for going behind the pro- 
ceedings of the Secretary of State. The rule was accordingly 
discharged. 


The Privileges of Promissory Notes. 

THe statute 3 & 4 Anne, c. 9, recites that it has been 
held that notes in writing, signed by the party who makes the 
same, whereby such party promises to pay unto any other person 
or his order any sum of money therein mentioned, are not 
assignable or indorsable ones within the custom of merchants to 
any other person, and that neither the payee nor the indorsee of 
such notes can maintain an action within the custom of 
merchants upon such notes against the person who first drew 
and signed the same. It is therefore enacted, “to the intent 
to encourage trade and commerce, which will be much advanced 
if such notes shall have the same effect as inland bills of 
exchange and shall be negotiated in like manner,” that promis- 
sory notes may be assigned or indorsed, and actions maintained 
thereon, as on inland bills of exchange. This Act was 
repealed by the Bills of Exchange Act, 1882, but promissory 
notes retain the privileges conferred by the earlier Act, 
and the principles and practice under order 14 in actions 
on bills of exchange are applicable to actions on promissory 
notes. Now it may require some courage to suggest 
that a law which has been in force for more than two centuries 
has hecome obsolete, but we think it would be difficult at the 
present day to maintain that the privileges of the holders of 
promissory notes are an encouragement and advancement 
to trade and commerce. Promissory notes, or notes of 
hand, have at the present date been superseded to a large 
extent by cheques, and are not particularly useful in meal 
mercantile transactions. They are no doubt in great vogue 
with money lenders, but it has never been proposed to confer any 
extraordinary advantages on bills of sale or similar securities for 
money borrowed. It may well be doubted whether the money- 
lender, who is subjected to a number of onerous restrictions if 
he takes from the borrower a bill of sale as security, should be 
allowed, as the holder of a promissory note, the full privileges 
of summary execution and transmission of his claim by indorse- 
ment. 


The Technicalities of French Procedure. 


TECHNICALITIES ARE often a feature of the criminal procedure 
of the French courts. A man named PHILIppo was recently 
sentenced to death by the assize court of the Meuse, and on appeal 
the sentenced was confirmed. He was afterwards removed to 
Moulins to undergo a second trial for another murder committed 
in Allier. The jury found him guilty without extenuating 
circumstances. The court, however, declined to pass another 
sentence, thinking that this would be a useless formality, as 
Puitirro had already been condemned to death. The Code 
enacts that where the accused person is found guilty of several 
offences the heaviest punishment preseribed by the law shall be 
imposed upon him. The court considered that they could make 
no addition to the sentence already passed upon Paiirpo and 
only ordered that he should pay the costs of the proceedings. 
This sentence was illegal and the procureur-general brought an 
appeal against it to the Court of Cassation. This court has 
quashed the judgment of the court at Moulins and ordered 

HILIPPO to be sent before another assize court which, dispensing 
with the attendance of the jury, will for the second time pass on 
PHILIPPO a sentence of death. We cannot but think that the 
English procedure, which in a similar case would allow the second 
indictment to remain untried on the files of the court, is in every 
way preferable. Provision is thereby made for the contingency 
that the first conviction may motor Ae be quashed, and it is 
unnecessary to go through the formality of a trial for the purpose 
of passing a sentence which cannot be enforced. 


The Meaning of “a Second Offence.” 


A curious point, which one would have expected to have 
arisen long ago, came before the Divisional Court on Tuesday in 


| the case of Rex v. South Shields Justices (Ex parte Morrison), whick 
‘is briefly reported in the issue of the Times newspaper for 
| Wednesday March 22nd. By section 3 of the Licensing Act, 
| 1872, any publican who is convicted “for a second and sub- 
‘sequent offence ” of a certain class, ipso facto forfeits his licence. 
The applicant to the Divisional Court had been convicted at 
Newcastle of fo offences covered by the section—namely, selling 
beer and exposing it for sale under unlawful circumstances. 
| Both offences were committed at subsequent periods of the same 
| day, the 4thof November, 1910; both were dealt with in summonses 
returned on the same day, the 16thof November. The licensing 
justices, at the annual licensing sessions, treated the licence as 
ipso facto forfeited, on the ground that one of the two offences 
|must be regarded as the “second ” and as “‘ subsequent ” to the 
other. Upon a mandamus, the Divisional Court rejected this 
view, and decided that the “second and subsequent offence” 
must be one which was committed after a conviction for the 
first had been recorded against the defendant. Curiously enough, 
although the point arises under a number of statutes (e.g., section 
11 (1) of the Motor Car Act, 1903), there is no reported 
decision which exactly covers the point. The view taken by 
the court, however, had the authority of CoKE (Institute, Book 
2, p. 468, s. 5) and of Maxwell on the Interpretation of 
Statutes (1905 ed., p. 525) in its favour. 





The Election of American State Judges. 

Tue opsect of a Bill which Mr. Loris has introduced into 

the Senate of the State of New York is, we are told, “to take 
the judiciary out of politics as much as possible.” It provides 
that the names of candidates for the bench shall —_ on the 
ballot in a separate column, and that they shall not be the 
subject of any party designation. The candidates would be 
| nominated by the parties in the same manner as hitherto, but 
| the voters would be unable to tell from the ballot to what party 
they belonged. As matters now stand, the judges go on the 
ballot with other party candidates, and are not elected on account 
of their fitness for judicial office but because they are supported 
by either of the dominant parties. This Bill, which is approved 
by the State Bar Association and by a large number of well-known 
lawyers, may, it is to be hoped, be the first step in a much needed 
reform in the constitution of the different American States. 








Options of Purchase Contained in 
Leases. 

The effect of Woodall v. Clifton on the Rule in 

Lawes vy. Bennett. 


In Lawes v. Bennett (1 Cox 167) an owner of land demised it for 
seven years, and agreed with the lessee that he should have 
the option, before the end of the term, of purchasing the fee 





simple at a certain price. The lessor died before the option 
was exercised, having given his real and personal estate to 
different persons ; after his death the option was exercised by an 
| assignee of the lessee, and the fee simple was conveyed to him 
‘accordingly. Lord Kenyon, M.R., held that the exercise of the 
‘option related back to the date when it was created, and that 
the purchase-money went as personal estate of the lessor. The 
| Master of the Rolls remarked, very truly, that the principles 
| upon which the case depended were perfectly clear, and that if 
|he was wrong it must be by misapplication of those principles. 
“It is very clear,” said the Master of the Rolls, “that if a map 
seised of a real estate contract to sell it, and die before the 
contract is carried into execution, it is personal property of 
him. Then the only possible difficulty in this case is, that it is 
left to the election of [the leasee] whether it shall be real or 
personal. It seems to me to make no distinction at all. Suppose 
a man should bargain for the sale of timber, provided the buyer 
should give proper seeurity for the payment of the money. 18 
when cut down would be part of the personal estate, although it 
depends upon the buyer whether he gives security or not.” This 
illustration shews a forgetfulness of first principles on the part 
He seems to 





‘of the learned judge whic’ is almost incredible. 
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have thought that in the second case put by him the buyer 
could refuse to give security and then say that there was no 
contract, although it is obvious that the stipulation as to 
security was inserted for the protectin of the ay he could, 
therefore, waive it, and sue the buyer for the price of the timber : 
Markham v. Stanford (14 C, B, N.S. 376). A contract of sale 
which the seller can enforce at will, as in both the cases put by 
Lord Kenyon, is a totally. different thing from an option 
granted for valuable consideration which binds only one of the 
parties, and does not give rise to a contraet until it is exercised. 

The decision in Zawes v. Bennett was defended by Woop, 
V.C., in Weeding v. Weeding (1 J. & H. 424), but his reason- 
ing is not convincing. According to the Vice-Chancellor it does 
not much matter what the rule of law is with regard to con- 
structive conversion, for every testator is presumed to know 
it, and can provide against it if he does not like it. On the 
other hand, Lawes v. Bennett has been treated, and rightly 
treated, as contrary to principle and common sense by Lord 
Expon in Ripley v.. Waterworth (7 Ves. 425) and Townley v. 
Bedwell (14 Ves. 591); by Kinpverstey, V.C., in Collingwood 
v. Rew (3 Jur. N. 8. 785); by Fry, J., in Edwards y. West (7 Ch. 
D. 858); by Cutty, J., in Le Zsaacs (1894, 3 Ch. 506) ; and by 
Nevit_e, J., in Re Dyson (1910, 1 Ch. 750). Nevertheless, the 
decision has never been overruled, and it has stood so long that its 
reversal may be looked upon as hopeless: see Re Adams and 
Kensington Vestry (27 Ch. D. 394). 

The suggestion has, however, recently been made (1 White & 
Tudor L. C. (8th ed.) 373) that the operation of the rule in 
Lawes v. Bennett has been restricted by the decisicn of the Court 
of Appeal in Woodall v. Clifton (1905, 2 Ch. 257). At first 
sight, it would seem to be a matter of some difficulty to say 
whether this suggestion is well founded or not, for there is a 
remarkable difference of opinion as to the point decided by the 
Court of Appeal in the latter case. 

In Woodall v. Clifton two leases of land, each for ninety-nine 
years, were granted, one in 1867 and the other in 1869, each of 
which contained a proviso (operating as a covenant by the lessor 
on behalf of hims: lf, his heirs and assigns) which purported to 
give the lessee or his assigns the option at any time during the 
term of purchasing the fee simple of the demised land at a 
certain price. In an action for specific performance, brought by 
an assignee of the lease against the owners of the reversion, 
who were assigns of the lessor, it was held by 
WARRINGTON, J., that the option was void for remoteness. The 
Court of Appeal, according to the head-note, held “that the 
proviso or covenant did not come within the statute 32 Hen. 8, 
¢. 34, so as to make the liability to perform it run with the 
reversion, and that consequently the action could not be main- 


tained against the defendants. Semble, also, that the option was | 


void on the ground of remoteness.” That is to say, the action 
failed quite independently of the Rule against Perpetuities. To 
the samé effect is the Opinion of a correspondent published in 
these columns shortly after the decision (49 SoxiciTors’ 
JOURNAL, 544); he describes it as producing a “ startling 
change in what was generally supposed to be the law.” 
WARRINGTON, J., seems also to have understood that the decision 
of the Court of Appeal did not turn on the question of remote- 
ness, for in Wor.hing Corporation v. Heather (1906, 2 Ch. 532), 
which was an action brought on a similar option of purchase, 
the learned judge said: “It is admitted that after the decision 
of the Court of Appeal in London and South Western Railway Co. 
v. Gomm and my own decision in /Voodall v. Clifton, it 
would be impossible for this court to hold that that contract 
could be specifically enforced.” And in the new edition of 
White and Tudor’s Leading Cases, the learned editors, after 


remarking that the decisions above referred to “have greatly | 


limited ” the operation of the rule in Lawes v. Bennett, go on to 
say; “ As the law now stands, an option of purchase given by a 

ssor to his lessee and his assigns is not a covenant running 
with the land enforceable against an assignee of the reversion” ; 
as an authority for which statement they cite Woodall v. 
Clifton. If by this we are to understand that an option of pur- 
chase, although restricted to the period allowed by the Rule 
against Perpetuities, is not specifically enforceable against an 





| assign of the reversion, who takes with notice of it, the present 


writer ventures to submit that the statement is erroneous, 

| It is quite impossible to suppose that the Court of Appeal 
'in /Voodall y. Clifton intended to lay down any such doctrine, 
| for the supposition involves the conclusion that Lords Justices 
VAUGHAN WILLIAMS, Romer, and STIRLING were ignorant of an 
| elementary rule of equity, As those learned judges themselves tell 
|us (1905, 2 Ch., at p. 278), a valid contract giving an option of 
| purchase is not the less a binding contract because it is contained 
in a lease; and it creates an equitable interest in the land 
|(20 Ch. D., at p. 581). Consequently, if a man for valuable 
|consideration grants an option of purchase in respect of his 
land, limited as to the time of its exercise to the period allowed 
_by the Rule against Perpetuities, anyone who acquires the land 
| from bim with notice of the option takes subject to it, and when 
| it is exercised, the court can decree specific performance against 
him. The statute 32 Hen. 8, ¢. 34, or the Conveyancing Act, 
| 1881, whichever is applicable to the case, does not affect the 
| question one way or another. The reason why the Court of 
Appeal devoted their judgment to considering the operation 
of the statute of Henry VIII. is that they thought it necessary 
to answer an ingenious argument addressed to them by the 
plaintiff's counsel. In London and South Western Railway Co. v. 
(fomm there was no privity of contract between the plaintiffs 
and the defendant, and the defendant could only be made liable 
on the ground that the option had created an equitable interest 
in the land which was binding on him; if Woodall v. Clifton 
had been a similar case, the Rule against Perpetuities 
would admittedly have been a complete answer. But in 
Woodall vy. Clifton, said the plaintiffs counsel, the covenant 
giving the option was merely a personal contract, and therefore 
not within the Rule against Perpstuities: it ran with the 
land by virtue of the statute and thus created privity of con- 
tract with the defendants, the assigns of the lessor, but it did 
not, they argued, create any equitable interest in the land until 
the option was exercised; and then a contract of sale capable 
of immediate specific performance, and therefore free from 
objection on the ground of remoteness, came into existence. 
The Court of Appeal contented themselves with holding that 
the obligation of an option of purchase contained in a lease 
does not run with the reversion under the statute, for this 
was sufficient to dispose of the ingenious argument addressed 
tothem. And the demolition of this argument, the object of 
which was to avoid the difficulty caused by the Rule against 
Perpetuities, necessarily involved the conclusion that the option 
of purchase was void for remoteness. This is clear from the 
opening words of the judgment : “A contract in a lease giving an 
option of purchase might be good, without regard to the provisions 
of the statute of Henry VIIL., as binding the land in the hands of 
the heirs or assigns, provided it did not infringe the law as to 
perpetuities. It would not be the less a binding contract because 
it was contained in a lease. But in the present case it is clear 
that the plaintiff cannot succeed on suchta ground.” Why not? 
Obviously because the contract did “infringe the law as to 
perpetuities.”* 

In Lawes v. Bennett the period allowed for the exercise of 
the option was seven years, and the option was, therefore, free 
from objection on the score of remoteness; the defendant had 
notice of the option when he acquired the reversion, and it was, 
therefore, specifically enforceable against him. The law in this 
respect has not been altered by the decision in /Voodall vy. Clifton, 
and Lawes v. Bennett remains a blot on the law relating to con- 
structive conversion. CHARLES SWEET. 





The annual general meeting of the Selden Society will be held in 
the Council Room, Lincoln’s Inn Hall, on Wednesday, the 29th of 
March, 1911, at 4.30 p.m. 











No further meeting of the Coronation Court of Claims will be neces- 
sary, says the J'imes. The judgments of the Court, together with the 
transcript of the shorthand notes of the proceedings, will shortly be 
iesued in book form, and copies can be obtained, at the price of 21s. 
each, upon application to the Clerks of the Court, Privy Council Office. 





* In arriving at the conclusion above stated the writer has been materially 
assisted by an erticle by Mr. T. CYPRIAN WILLIAMS, writren shcrtly efter the decision 
of the Court of Appeal in Woodall v. Clifton (49 SoLic1ToRS’ JOURNAL, 547). 
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The Eyre of Kent of 1313. 


THE volume” recently issued by the Selden Society, containing the | 


records of the Eyre of Kent, 1313-1314, bears the name of the late 


Professor MAITLAND as one Of its editors, and the project of the | 


volume originated with him, but his actual participation in the 
volume was prevented by his death. Its progress was again imter- 
rupted by the death of Mr. Leveson W. V. Harcovrt, who had been 
engaged by the Selden Society as editor in March, 1908, and the 
volume has been completed under the editorship of Mr. W. C. 
30LLAND 

In the preface, contributed by Mr.B. F. Locg, the honorary secretary 
of the society, it is pointed out that no report of any Eyre appears in 
the old printed olthas of the Year 
shortly after the society had undertaken the issue of a revised 
edition, Professor MAITLAND discovered in the University library 
at Cambridge a manuscript of the Eyre of Kent of 6 & 7 Edw. 2, 
and he determined to recommend it to the society for inclusion in 
their edition of the Year Books. “At some iater time he made a 
rough transcript of it, which after his death was found by his wife 
among his papers. A note at the foot shews that it was finished on 
Sunday, the 27th of January, 1901 ; and the only indication of its 
subject or purpose was a pencilled note on the outside: ‘Rough copy 
of the Kentish Eyre. Let B. F. Lock see this.’” These notes led to 
the identification of the MS., and the transcript was placed by Mrs 


MAITLAND at the disposal of the te, by whom it was adopted as the | 
M 


subject of one of the Year Book series. Mr. Harcourt on taking up the 
work discovered in the libraries of the British Museum, Lincoln’s 
Inn, and the Universities of Oxford and Cambridge, fifteen other 
MSS. containing reports of this Eyre in whole or in part, and he 
found that Professor MairLanp’s Cambridge MS. was apparently an 
inferior and very corrupt copy of one of the British Museuin MSS., itself 
also corrupt. He sscomaliaaed the laborious task of collating these 16 
MSS. and in March, 1909, a few pages of the revised text were sent to 
the printers, but his death stopped further progress for some months. 
When the task was taken up by Mr. BoLtanp the amount of 
material collected made it necessary to issue the work intwo volumes, 
and the present volume contains the first instalment of the report of 
the Eyre, and also the extremely interesting and valuable introduc- 
tion which Mr. BoLLanp has contributed. 

The Commission of a General Eyre, he points out, comprehended 
all judicial commissions. * It authorized the justices tenere omnia 
placita, and the business of the Eyre fell into three main divisions : 
pleas of juries and assizes, pleas of the Crown, and gaol delivery ; 
and the Rolls of an Eyre are arranged accordingly. The amount and 
importance of the business to be transacted , a great con- 
course of people into the county town, and, theoretically, at least, 
stopped business elsewhere. “No fair or market,” runs one of the 
proclamations made at the opening of the Eyre, “shall be held 
anywhere within the county Toon the continuance of this Eyre, 
save in the city of Canterbury only.” The Eyre began in July, 
1313, and was still proceeding in May, 1314, so that a general observ- 
ance of the order would have caused serious inconvenience ; but Mr. 
BoLLAND suggests that it was not in fact observed. He reckons up 
the various persons who were bound to appear atthe Eyre. There were 
= hundreds sending twelve jurors each, and five half-hundreds 
sending six ; so that, with the addition of twelve for each of the cities 
of Canterbury and Rochester, the number of jurors alone was 822. 
Then there may have been 100 towns or so each sending four men and 
a reeve ; so that with these, and the great people of the county who 
were also summoned, there was apparently a great concourse. When 
all these folk and the justices heed arrived, the business of the Eyre 
was commenced with fitting deliberation. First, all persons claim- 
ing franchises had to appear and claim them on the first day under 
risk of forfeiture. Then the coroners of the county were called upon 
to deliver their rolls, not only those who were then in office, but all who 
had been in office since the previous Eyre, twenty years before, or 
the heirs or executors of hese who were dead. On the second 
day of the Eyre officers were appointed to inspect the taverns and 
the wines stored there, and to destroy such as they should find to be 
bad or musty. Then juries of twelve were elected to represent each 
hundred, and later in the day came the knights of the county to the 
bar of the court to make formal claim to have the peculiar customs 
of the county allowed and confirmed. 

When this and other preliminary business had been accomplished, 
the’ justices caused the articles of the Eyre to be read before the 
** dozens,” and it became the duty of each dozen, with a copy of the 
articles before them, to furnish an account of all the crimes and 
delinquencies that had been committed since the justices last came, 


* The Publications of the Selden tm 4 Vol. XXTV. for 1900. The Year Books 


Series, Vol. V. : Year Books of Edward 2; Eyre of Kent ;647 Edw. 2, a.D. 1818-1814. 
Vol. I. Edited for the Selden Sostety by the late Frederic William Maitland, Downing 
Professor of the Laws of England, Cam! , the late Leveson William Vernon 
Harcourt, Barrister-at-Law, and William Craddock Bolland, Barrister-at-Law. 
Bornard Quaritch. 


ooks of Edward 2; but | 


| and also of matters affecting the King’s proprietary rights—escheats, 
| wardships, and so forth. Then followed presentments by the dozens, 
_and arrest of culprits who happened to wait to be arrested, and this 
furnished work for the justices in addition to that which awaited 
their coming. Pat ge 
Gaol delivery was only of the judicial work of the Eyre. As 
a rule, if a crime was worth punishing at all, it was a hanging matter, 
and then it was for the justices hearing Crown Pleas to declare 
the dead man’s chattels forfeit, and to see that their value was 
rightly assessed. And generally it was no small part of the busi- 
_ ness of the Eyre to make the delinquencies of the pore @ means of 
‘filling the King’s coffers. It was the articles of the Eyre, says Mr. 
BoLLanD, “that made the Eyre what it was, a visitation which, even 
in those days of drastic measures for replenishing the coffers of the 
King, no county might endure oftener than once in seven years, the 
| cessation of which the Commons insisted on before they would 
| grant supplies ; before which, as before a consuming fire, the 
men of Cornwall fled into the wilds.” It is not surprising that, 
| what with finding out crimes and delinquencies, and then punishing 
them and getting in the fines, the Eyre dragged on its course from 
month to month, and the whole matter is pourtrayed with much vivid- 
ness and detail in Mr. BoLLaNnp’s Introduction. Then, too, there are 
incidental matters on which the reports and his own research in other 
quarters enable him to give interesting information—such as the 
— franchises and privileges of the Cinque Ports, the nature of 
the medieval prisons, the penalties on the gaoler or the hun- 
dred that followed an eseape, and the pas of benefit of clergy. 
The misfortunes which have attended the preparation of the volume 
have not prevented it from being one of the most interesting of the 
Selden Society’s publications, 








Reviews. 


Electricity. 


Tue LAW RELATING TO THE GENERATION, DisTRIBUTION AND UsE 
or ELECTRICITY, INCLUDING ELEctric Traction. In Two Parts. 
By C. M. Know es, LL.B., Barrister-at-Law. Parr J. : Evecrric 
LIGHTING AND Power. Part II. : Evecrric Traction, Stevens 
& Sons (Limited). 

Electricity has become a leading feature in everyday life both for 

lighting purposes and for traction, and there has grown up in connec- 
tion with it a considerable body of statutelaw. As regards electric 
lighting this consists of the Electric Lighting Acts, 1882, 1888, and 
1909, and the Electric Lighting (Clauses) Act, 1899, and the text of 
these statutes, with explanatory notes, forms the first portion of 
Part I. of the present work. The remaining portion includes 
miscellaneous statutory provisions, statutory provisions peculiar to 
London, and chapters devoted to model orders, bills, and clauses, 
and to regulations and procedure. The introduction explains the 
circumstances under which the Act of 1882 was passed, and the 
successive changes in the law which have since been made, notably 
the extension from twenty-one to forty-two years, by the Act of 
1888, of the period within which undertakers can_be cry yx eke 
sell their undertakings to local authorities. The Electric Lighting 
(Clauses) Act, 1899, is the natural outcome of the numerous provi- 
sional orders which were required for’electrical a and, as 
in previous statutes dealing with public undertakings, it collects the 
clauses of common occurrence and makes their continual repetition 
unnecessary. ; . : 
In the second part of the work, dealing with electric traction, the 
author has somewhat extended the scope of his subject. Electricity 
is now practically the universal motive power for tramways and light 
railways, and he has accordingly included the whole of the general 
law relating to these modes of conveyance. Consequently the volume 
gives the text of the Tramways Act, 1870, and the Light Railways 
Act,!1896, with other statutory provisions, and, as in the previous part, 
there are chapters devoted to model bills, orders and clauses, and 
to regulations and procedure. The decisions specially relating to 
electrical undertakings are comparatively few, but such as there 
are have been carefully incorporated ; for instance, Clarke v. West 
Ham Corporation (1909, 2 K. B. 858), in which the Court of Apres) 
held that a corporation, working under statutory powers, could not 
limit their liability for negligence by carrying passengers for less than 
the maximum tolls, unless, perhaps, they offered them a choice to pay 
the higher toll. The work is excellently arranged and printed, and 
will be very valuable in all matters connected with the use of 
electricity for lighting and other purposes. 


Books of the Week. 


Trade Unions.—The Law relating to Trade Unions. By 
Joux Henry Greenwoop, BSc., Barrister-at-Law. Stevens « 








Sons (Limited). 
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Town Fignniog Schemes.—Housing, Town Planning, &c., 
Act, 1909: A Prac Guide in the Preparation of Town Planning 
Schemes, with Appendices containing the Text of the Act, the Proce- 
dure, Regulations, Extracts from the Hampstead Suburb 
Aes, 1906, Extracts from the Liverpool Corporation we and 
ildings) Act, 1908, &c.; also Specimen Forms of Notices and 
Advertisements and a Model Set of Coloured Plans prepared in 
accordance with the Requirements of the Regulations. E. G. 
¥, LL.B. and 8. Poryron Taytor, A.R.1.B.A. (Members of 
the National nog, | Council). With a Foreword by Raymonp 
Uswin. George Philip & Son (Limited). 


Companies in France.—English and Foreign Companies in 


France: An Cutline of the Formalities to be complied with as | 


the French Inland Revenue. By Prerre PELLERI, Barrister- 
at-Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

Criminal Appeal.—Criminal Papen! Cases: Reports of Cases 
in the Court of Criminal — February 7th, 13th, 20th, 27th, 
a Edited by Herman Conen, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & 

aynes, 








Correspondence 


Lowery vr. Walker. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Sir,—In considering the decision of the House of Lords in this case 
it has occurred to me to wonder what is the effect of the decision on 
the maxim caveat viator. 

Does that maxim no longer hold good, and is the decision of 
Alderson, B., in the case of Cornwall v. Metropolitan Commissioners 
of Sewers (10 Exch. 771, 774) no longer law ? 

Any further extension of the liability of the landowner on these 
lines should be watched very jealously, and it seems to me pertinent 
to inquire whether the decision of the House of Lords extends this 
liability to injuries owing to dangerous holes (as in Cornwall v. 
Metropolitan Commissioners of Sewers, supra) and all other dangerous 
oy the lands over which the public pass. X. 

J 21. 


[See an interesting letter on this subject, ante, p. 61.—Eb. S../.]. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 
House of Lords. 


WE8T KENT MAIN SEWERAGE BOARD v. ASSESSMENT COMMITTEE 
OF DARTFORD UNION AND OTHERS (CONSOLIDATED APPEAL). 
I7th Feb. ; 21st March. 

Ratixc—Sewers—Partiy Asove anv Partty Betow Grounp—Pax- 
MENTS FOR Ricut or Enrry—‘ VaLuasie’’ OccupaTION—RATEABILITY 
—West Kent Main Sewerace Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vicr. c. CLXxuIL.), 
ss. 53, 55. 

A main sewer is rateable, whether constructed over ground or unde: 
ground, whenever there is evidence that the occupation thereof is “ valu- 
able’’ according to the meaning of that term within the authorities 
dealing with rating. 

So held, dismissmng an appeal by the Sewerage Board from a decision 
of the Court of Appeal (reported 8 L. G. R. 677, 74 J. P. 292). 


Appeal by the Sewerage Board from an order of the Court of Appeal 
(Vaughan Williams, Fletcher Moulton, and Farwell, L.JJ.) affirming 
orders made by the Divisional Court on a special case (reported 74 J. P. 
129) where the special case is set out in full. The Divisional Court 
held that the anomalous exemption of ordinary underground sewers from 
the poor rate recognized in London County Council vy. Erith Overseers 
(1893, A. C. 562, 63 L. J. M. C. 9) did not extend to underground por 
tions of a main sewer constructed by a sewerage board of a parish, if 
other portions of the same sewer in the same parish were above ground ; 
and following Ystradyfedwy and Pontypridd Main Sewerage Board v. 
Newport U non (1901, 1 K. B. 406, 70 L. J. K. B. 318) dismissed the appeal 
in each case. The sewers in question were made by the appellants, a 
statutory body, partly above and partly below ground. Payments were 
made to the appellants by various local authorities which were not con- 
stituent authorities of the appellant board for the right of communica- 
tion with these sewers, but those payments did not include anything 
by way of profit to the ——— beyond the cost of dealing with the 
sewage discharged by the local authorities into such sewers. The sewers 


formed one subject-matter. The question, put shortly, which the appeal 
raised was whether main sewers were, like gas and water mains, liable 
to be assessed to rates levied in the parish within which they were 
situate. The courts below having answered the question in the affirma- 
tive, the sewerage board appealed. 
Tue Hovss, having taken time for consideration, dismissed the appeal. 
Lord ATKINSON, wh 


ose judgment was concurred in by the other noble 





and learned lords, said that the facts were not in dispute. The sewers 
had been constructed under the provisions of several West Kent Main 
Sewage Acts, and ran through the parishes of Bexley, Dartford, and 
Clayford. In the first-named pariech the sewers were entirely under- 
ground ; in both the other parishes a considerable portion of the sewers 
was laid overground, the remaining portions underground and partly 
in private property. Various reasons were put forward by the appel- 
lants why the principle on which the courts oe held that the sewers 
were rateable should be regarded by their lordships as “‘ illogical, un- 
supported by authority, conducive to grotesque results, and contrary 
to common sense and reason.’ But the main ground relied on by the 
appellants was that, though Commissioners of Sewers were first ap- 
pointed as long ago as the reign of Henry VIII., all attempts since 
then—and there had been many—to rate the Commissioners of Sewers 
the predecessors of the Metropolitan Board of Works, to the relief o 
the poor had failed. In Rex v. Sculcoates (Inhabitants of) (1810, 12 East 
40), in which this question was specially considered, it was decided 
that the court ought not to depart from 6o established a principle of 
taxation, and, further, that there were ‘‘no yields or profits to the 
Board as occupiers either actual or constructive,’’ which made the 
occupation ‘‘ beneficial ’’ to the Commissioners. Therefore, really what 
their lordships had to decide was whether ‘‘ this House ought still to 
be deterred, despite the difficulties which had arisen in rating opera- 
tions, from sweeping away this anomalous exemption, and putting the 
law in respect to the rating of sewers on a sound and rational basis 
upon which it had by recent authorities been put in respect of other 
rateable subjects of property, simply because it might place unforseen 
burdens on sewer authorities, or render more onerous the engagements 
into which they would have heretofore entered in the belief that the 
anomaly would continue.’’ For himself, Lord Atkinson thought that to 
adhere to the admitted error after it was shown, as it had been shown 
in this case, that the old and vicious principles were unworkable, and 
must in their practical application multiply anomalies, would be wrong. 
In his view, it should now be decided that sewers, whether overground 
or underground, were rateable wherever the occupation of them was 
‘valuable ’’ within the meaning of authorities dealing with rating, and 
that for this reason the decision appealed from should be affirmed, and 
the appeal dismissed, with costs. 
Lord Loresurn, C., said he had had the advantage of reading the 
judgment which had been delivered, and he entirely agreed with it. 
Lords AsHBOURNE, SHAW OF DUNFERMLINE, and Mersey concurred. 
The appeal was accordingly dismissed, with costs.—Counset, ('. 4. 
Russell, K.C., and Walter Ryde (Konstam with them), for the appel 
lant board ; Hohler, K.C., and C, M. Pitman, for the respondent union, 
Soricitors, May, Sykes, & Co. ; Pyke, Parrott, & Co. 
[Reported by Exsxine Reip, Barrister-at-Law.] 









Court of Appeal. 


PEARCE v. PROVIDENT CLOTHING AND SUPPLY CO. (LIM.). 
No. 2. 2nd March. 


Mastek AND Servant—Acctpent—CompensaTion—ComMon Risk 
ACCIDENT ARISING OUT OF EMPLOYMENT—WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION 
Act, 1906 (6 Epw. 7, c. 58), s. 1 (1). 

Where a workman's employment exposes him to a greater risk than 
ordinary from a common danger to which other members of the public 
are also exposed, such as being run over in the street, the danger arises 
out of his employment. And in such a case, it makes no difference that 
the workman has adopted the more dangerous of two methods of 
transit, at any rate where both are permitted by the employers. 


Appeal from the judge of the Birkenhead County Court, sitting as 
an arbitrator under the Workmen's Compensation Act, 1906. The 
applicant was the widow of a man in the service of the respondent 
company as canvasser and collector. On the 30th of September, 1910, 
he was going his rounds on a bicycle. The bicycle came into collision 
with an electric car, and he was killed. The county court judge found 
that for some months before the accident he had been in the habit 
of riding a bicycle for the purpose of going from place to place in the 
course of his work, and this was known to, and not forbidden by, his 
employers. It was no part of his duty, however, to ride a bicycle for 
this purpose. Although permitted, it was neither required nor desired 
nor encouraged by his employers. They received no benefit from it, 
and as far as their interests were concerned the work could have been 
done just as well, if not better, on foot. Hence, his honour came to 
the conclusion that the risk of a bicycle accident was not one which 
was incident to the business in which the deceased was engaged, and 
he held that the accident did not arise out of the employment. He 
accordingly made his award in favour of the respondent company. The 
applicant appealed. 

THe Court (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and Fiercuer Movutron, and 
Bucktey, L.JJ.} allowed the appeal. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R.: It is clear that the county court judge has 
not directed himself right in point of law, and if he had had the 
advantage of the judgment of the Court of Session in M'Neice v. 
Singer Sewing Machine Co. (Lamited) (1911, Court of Session Cas. 12) 
he would my | have arrived at a different conclusion. Two points 
were raised on behalf of the respondents. It was said that the 
deceased was knocked down and killed by an electric car; he was not 
more exposed to that risk than any other member of the population, 
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| the words “ the vendor will give an option to the purchaser to purchase 
any premises designated for dairy purposes on the south side at an 
agreed price, or price fixed by arbitration.”’ It was pointed out that 
Beaumont had no interest in the property on the south side, and the 
plaintiffs’ solicitor offered an option in the following terms :—‘‘ We 
— agree, in event of a dairyman wishing to buy premises on the 
south side, that we will give you an option of purchasing the same at a 
price not less than that offered by the intending purchaser.’ Finally 
this offer was not accepted, and the conveyance was executed without 
ny option being contained therein. In February, 1910, the plaintiffs 
offered two shops on the south side to the defendant Manley for 
£2,800 each. This offer was refused, and subsequently the same 
premises were offered at a considerably sum to the defendant 
Thomas, to whom finally a lease was granted. It came to the plaintiffs’ 
knowledge that Thomas was acting on Manley’s behalf, and that 
of his references had been obtained by fraud ; accordingly, they 
| to set aside the 
WARRINGTON, J., reviewed the f and held that the lease had been 
obtained by fraud. The question now to be decided, his lordship continued, 
js whether the words of the agreement of the 19th of September, 1906, von- 
stitute a contract. The subsequent statements of the parties contained in 
the correspondence and draft conveyances throw no light on, and have 
nothing to do with, the original agreement. The plaintiffs’ case is 
that there no contract, as the parties never came to terms as to 
the conditions of the option; the defendants’ case is that the agreement 
really amounts to this, that the plaintiff is to give us first refusal of the 
premises at a fair and reasonable price, or at a price which another has 
offered, or at a price he is willing to take from-another purchaser. In 
the al of authority I should have held that such an agreement was 
too uncertain for any court to enforce. Even now the defendant will not 
pin himself down to any one view as to the meaning of the option 
But it is defendants’ behalf that the case is decided by 
authority, and that the meaning of such an expression that you 
all events make a fair and_ reasonable offer to the person in 
whose favour the option has been granted. The case cited to this effect 
is Manchester Ship Canal Co. v. Manchester Racecourse (€'o. (1900. 
2 Ch. 352), confirmed in the Court of Appeal (1901, 2 Ch. 37). In this 
case an agreement between the two companies was scheduled to the 
Act of Parliament incorporating the plaintiff company, and the « 
wholly turned upon the fact that the agreement, was equivalent to a 
statute. This is made perfectly plain in the judgment of Farwell, J., 
who, dealing with the ‘question whether the agreement could be void 
for uncertainty, said, ‘“‘ If the Legislature has declared the contract 
valid, how can I declare it void? ‘ Unless the words were 
absolutely senseless that I could do nothing at all with them I should 
be bound to find some me aning, and not to declare them void for uncer 
tainty And, again, p. 363, ‘‘ I must find, if possible, a meaning for 
the words used. In the Court of Appeal the case was dealt with on 
the footing. Now, in dealing with an ordinary contract, the court 
meaning for the words used. It is not my 
business to expand the words of a contract; if the contract does not 
contain certain stipulations, it is not for me to make them. I must 
let the actual words stand. The case cited has no bearing on the 
before me. Here people have purported to come to an agreement; 
but, in fact, have not come to any agreement at all, because the terms 
of the agreement are not expressed. The words “ first option ’’ by 
themselves have no meaning; there is no mention of price, or time, or 
inything else. I hold that there was no contract, and therefore the 
fails, and the plaintiff is entitled to have the lease set aside.— 
H. Terrell, K.C., and E. Beaumont, for the plaintiffs ; Cave, 
A. L. Ellis, for the defendants. Soricitors, Beaumont 
Hindle. 
[Reported by R. ¢ 
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ABBEY v. GUITERES. 14th March. 


BuitpInc AGREEMENT—REsTRICTIVE COVENANT—COVENANT TO KEEP 
Winpows CLosep—Covenant TO Run wirn Lanp—FLat—TeENnant— 
Notice—AccePTinGc Less THAN Forty Years’ T1rtLe—INJUNCTION 


! huilder, L.. who had entered into an agreement with a landlord by 
which a lease of certain property was to be granted him on the com 
ple tion of certain buildings thereon, covenanted with B., the owner of 
adjoining land, that the windows in the said buildings facing B.'s land 
hould be obscured and fixed. A block of flata was erected, and a 
lease granted to L., by whom it was subsequently mortgage d and the 
equity of redemption released. The defendant became tenant of one 
if the flats and opened one of the fixed windows. 

Held, that the covenant, 
leasehold interest, 

uld he 


In this action the plaintiff sought an injunction to enforce the keeping 
losed of certain windows in a flat occupied by the defendant. In 1898 
Mrs. Bethell, the plaintiff's predecessor in title, was the owner of a 
house called Chelsea Lodge, which adjoined property belonging to 
Sir Chas. Oppenheim. In 1897 the latter had entered into an agreement 
vith a builder, Lovat, under which Lovat to erect a block ol 
flats on the said property, on the completion of which a lease for ninet 
nine years was to be granted him. On the 13th of May, 1898, before 
the flats were erected, Lovat entered into an agreement with Mrs. 
Bethell, whereby rs agreed that the lower sashes of the windows 0! 
the proposed flats facing Chelsea Lodge should be glazed with opaque 
slass, and permanently fixed. In 1899 the flats were completed, and 
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the lease granted to Lovat, who mortgaged it in 1902, subsequently 
releasing the equity of redemption. In 1909 the defendant became 
tenant of one of the flats on a twenty-one years’ lease, and opened one 
of the windows which had been fixed, whereupon the plaintiff instituted 
proceedings. ae Be: 

WarRIncTON, J., after reviewing the facts, continued: There are 
three points of defence raised in this action. First, that the covenant 
js not one which comes within the equitable doctrine in accordance 
with which covenants may be made to run with land, because it is not 
restrictive. Second, that the obligation was created by a person who 
had no power to bind the land. Third, that the defendant is in the 
position of a bond fide purchaser for value without notice. As to the 
first, it is said the covenant is not restrictive because not negative. 
Now, a restrictive covenant is one that restricts the enjoyment of land. 
When a person in possession of land binds himself to maintain a 
building, or part thereof, in a certain condition he enters into an 
obligation restrictive of his full enjoyment of the land. It is not neces 
sary that there should be an express negative covenant; a negative 
may be implied. I think, therefore, that this covenant is restrictive. 
Secondly, it is said that at the date of the covenant Lovat was a mere 
licensee, with no estate or interest in the land, and therefore could not 
bind it. The building agreement is one in ordinary form—that whea 
certain things have been done a lease will be granted. Under such an 
agreement, as stated by Collins, M.R., in Quick v. Chapman (1903, 
1 Ch. 659), the builder ‘‘ has at the most a kind of licence, coupled 
with an interest in the land.’’ He has an interest because, on the 
fulfilling of certain conditions, he may require a lease to be granted 
him. I cannot see why he cannot create a charge on the land, limited 
to his interest therein. He has in equity a right to call for a lease, 
subject to the fulfilment of certain conditions; he has an_ equitable 
interest which will ripen into a legal interest. Why should he not 
create an obligation to be coincident with his interest? If he mort 
gaged his expectant right to obtain a lease, he could not say that the 
mortgage was invalid after he had obtained it. I think, therefore, that 
the second defence fails. Lastly, as to notice. The onus is on the 
defendant to prove that she had none. She made no investigation of 
title at all, and the result of that is well expressed by Romer, L.J., in 
Nisbet and Potts’ Contract (1906, 1 Ch. 408), the effect of which is 
that a purchaser accepts a less than forty years’ title at his own risk. 
In this case if the defendant had wanted to investigate the title she 
would not have been entitled to do so; but for the purposes of this 
case she must be treated as if she was entitled to a forty years’ title. 
Now this agreement secures certain benefits of light over the garden of 
Chelsea Lodge to the premises in question, and is therefore the title 
part of what the purchaser was going to acquire, and would therefore 
have been disclosed by the vendor to the purchaser in the ordinary 
course of business, if a full forty years’ title had been furnished. The 
defendant, therefore, must be considered to have had full notice of the 
covenant. As all the defences fail, the plaintiff is entitled to an injunc 
tion to restrain the defendant from opening the windows in question ; v1 
from keeping the lower sashes otherwise than permanently fixed ; but 
the plaintiff will find himself in difficulties if he asks for an injun¢ tion 
that the said windows be kept glazed with opaque glass.—CouNseEL, 
Stewart-Smith, K.C., and FP. R. Reeve for the plaintiff; Cave, K.C., 
and Maugham, for the defendant. Soricrrors, Aing, Adams, & Co. ; 
Sutton, Ommanney, & Rendall. 

[Reported by RK. C. CaRRI‘G;ON, Barrister-at-Law.! 


PALMER v. EMERSON. [ve, J. 16th March. 


TrustTees—INVESTMENT ON MorTGAGE—TRADE PRemMises—ONE HALF oF 
VaLue —VALuATION—Breacu OF Trust—Truster Act, 1893 (56 & 57 
Vict. c. 53), s. 8—Jupicia, Trustees Act, 1896 (59 & 60 Vict. c. 35), 
s. 3. 


There is no fixed rule that trustees are not justified in lending more 
than one half of the value on the mortgage of buildings used in trade. 
It is a matter for the discretion of the trustees. 

Where trustees advanced money on mortgage without a valuation 
made for the purpose, but relying on a valuation made some two years 
previously, and the mortgage proved insufficient, 

Held, that the trustees had not committed a breach of trudt, but 
that even if they had, they had acted honestly and reasonably, and 
ought to be excused under the Judicial Trustees Act. 


This was an action for a declaration that the defendants had com 
mitted a breach of trust by the investment of a sum of £3,500 on 
mortgage, and that they were liable to make good the loss occasioned 
by such breach of trust. The testator by his will appointed the de 
fendants trustees of a sum of £3,500, which he gave to them upon 
trust to invest, the same on Government or real securities, and upon 
trust tc pay the income thereof to his sister, the plaintiff, Mrs. Palmer, 
for her life for her separate use without power of anticipation, and 
from and after her death upon trust to pay the said income to her 
daughter for and during her life for her separate use without power 
of anticipation, and after the death of the survivor of them upon trust 
to stand possessed of the said sum of £3,500 and the income thereof 
upon trust for such person or persons and in such manner as the 
daughter should appoint, and in defauit of any such appointment upon 
trust that the fund should form part of his residuary personal estate. 
The testator died in the year 1897, and in April, 1899, the trustees 
invested the sum of £3,500 on mortgage of certain property in Norwich, 

art of which consisted of a butcher’s shop. But on such investment 
feing made no independent valuation of the property was obtained, 





and the trustees relied on an old valuation made by a skilled valuer, 
but made some two years before the advance. There was evidence that 
the amount advanced was about two-thirds of the then value of the 
property, which was now insufficient. It was contended on behalf of 
the plaintiffs that, part of the property being used for trade purposes, 
the trustees were not justified in lending more than one half of the 
value, and the cases of Stickney v. Sewell (1 My. & Cr. 8) and Stretton 
v. Ashmall (3 Drew 9) were cited in support of this contention, 

Eve, J.—By his will the testator gave a legacy of £3,500 upon trust 
for his sister for life, then to her daughter for life, and then as 
the daughter should appoint. Of the four trustees one never acted, and 
one died after the testator, leaving executors, who are defendants, The 
fund being received by the trustees, was invested on mortgage, which 
it is clear is insufficient to pay the settled legacy, and this action has 
been brought for a declaration that the trustees have committed a 
breach of trust, and that they are liable to make good the loss 
occasioned thereby. The alleged breach of trust is not for lending 
trust money on property upon which they could not lawfully lend, but 
for lending a larger sum than was reasonable under the circumstances. 
The question therefore is whether the trustees lent more than they 
were justified in doing, and if so, whether I ought to relieve them 
from liability under the Judicial Trustees Act. Unfortunately they did 
not take steps under the Trustee Act, 1893, section 8, to obtain a 
proper valuation, but were guided by a valuation which, though made 
by an able valuer, had been made more than two years before the ad 
vance was made, and had no reference to it. In my opinion the 
proper valuation was about £5,500. What were the trustees justified 
in advancing? Could they advance up to two-thirds of that amount? 
Is there any rule which says that trustees must not lend more than 
one half of the value on shops or trade premises? There is no authority 
for saying that because a portion of the property is used for trade 
purposes therefore trustees cannot advance more than one half upon 
it. The cases only go to this, that trustees are well advised in not 
lending more than one half on buildings used in trade, but there is no 
fixed rule that trustees are not justified in lending more than a moiety 
of the valuation. The trustees were entitled to take into consideration 
the fact that the business was an old-established one and other facts 
which tended to show that the security was sufficient. The result is 
that the trustees are entitled to succeed on their main defence. But 
as the case may go further, I will assume that the trustees advanced 
more than they ought to have done, and will state whether, in my 
opinion, they ought to be excused. They believed that they were 
taking good security, and that they were doing all that could be ex- 
pected of them to do. Looking back under the altered circumstances, 
we can see now that they ought to have taken another valuation, but 
was the neglect to do so unreasonable? I do not think it was. It is 
common ground that the old valuation was honestly made and therefore 
if the loan had been in excess of what they were justified in making 
I should have exercised my discretion in their favour, and should have 
relieved them of liability on the ground that they had acted honestly 
and reasonably, and ought under the circumstances to be excused. The 
parties are equally innocent, but I must dismiss the action with costs. 
CounseL, Stewart Smith, K.C., and Peck; P. O. Lawrence, K.C., and 
Greaves; Clayton, K.C., and Galbraith; Gover. Soricirors, Griffith 
ad: Gardiner, for Biqnold, Pollard, & Wilson, Norwich; Martelli, for 
Leathis, Prior, & Sons, Norwich; Whites & Co.; Wheatley Son & 
Daniel. 

[Reported by 8. E. Witttams, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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WHITE & SON AND PILL v. STENNING. Div. Court. 8th March. 
County Court Procepure—JupGMENT for PayMENT or Desr at 
Future Date—GaRNISHEE ProceepINGS INstiITUTED BrrorE THAT 


Date—WuHiLk tHE JupGMENT 1s ‘‘ Stitn Unsatisriep '’—County 
Court Rutes, 1903, orp. 26, r. 1. 


A yudgment creditor in the county court may take garnishee pro 
ceedings before the judgment debtor is in default in paying a judg 
ment debt which has been ordered to be paid in futuro; but he will 
do so at his own risk, and eubject to the discretion of the county 
court judge, under ord. 26, r. 14, to say whether or not the proceed 
ngs are vexatious, 


This was an appeal from the Barnet County Court, which raised a 
question on the construction of ord. 26, r. 1, of the County Court 
Rules, 1903, as to whether when a judgment creditor has obtained 
judgment in the county court for a payment in futuro, he can before 
the day for payment arrives commence proceedings for the attach 
ment of debts due to the debtor by means of a garnishee order. By 
ord. 26, r. 1, of the County Court Rules, 1903: ‘‘ Any person who has 
obtained a judgment or order for the recovery or payment of money 
may... upon lodging with the registrar. ..an affidavit... 
stating that judgment has been recovered... and that it is still 
unsatisfied . and that any other person (hereinafter called the 
garnishee) is indebted to such debtor... enter a plaint to obtain 
payment to him of the amount of the debt due to the said debtor from 
the garnishee.’"” On the 28th of September, 1910, the plaintiffs 
recovered judgment in the county court against the defendant for 
£18 11s. 8d., which was ordered to be paid on the 13th of October, 
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1910. On the 29th of September the plaintiffs—the judgment 
creditors—took out garnishee summonses against persons who owed 
money to the defendant, the judgment debtor; these summonses were 
returnable on the 18th of October, 1910. The defendant took out a 
summons to dismiss the garnishee summonses, on the ground that on 
the 28th of September he was not in default, but the county court 
judge dismissed this summons, holding that the judgment was on the 
29th of September ‘* still unsatisfied "’ within the meaning of ord. 26, 
r. 1. From this decision the defendant appealed. 

Rivtey, J.—We are both of opinion that the judgment of the 
learned county court judge was right. The question turns upon the 
meaning of ord 26, r. 1, of the County Court Rules, 1903, though 
other rules and orders and section 146 of the County Courts Act, 1888, 
were referred to as throwing light upon its meaning. The question is 
this : Whether before a judgment debtor is in default in paying the 
judgment debt according to the terms of the judgment, it is open to 
the judgment creditor to take garnishee proceedings. I am of opinion 
that it 1s so open to him, under the terms of ord. 26, r. 1. It was 
argued on behalf of the judgment debtor that the judgment creditor 
must wait until he has made default in the payment of an instalment 
of the judgment debt, or of the whole amount of the judgment debt, 
as the case may be The words of the rule are, ‘‘ and that it [the 
judgment] is still unsatisfied. I think we must construe those words 
according to their natural and grammatical meaning, unless there is 
something which compels us to construe them otherwise. A judgment 
is still unsatisfied if it has not been paid or has not been eatisfied. 
That appears almost tautological, but it expresses the natural and 
ordinary meaning of the rule. Therefore we ought to say that a 
judgment is unsatisfied if it has not been paid, although the time has 
not yet arrived at which, in accordance with the judgment, the money 
due thereunder has to be paid. The argument against that view is 
that under ord. 25, r. 8, which is intended to carry out the provisions 
of section 146 of the County Courts Act, 1888, the word “‘ unsatisfied " 
is used in a different sense from that in which it is used in ord. 26,r. 1. 
Both ord. 25, r. 8, and section 146 of the County Courts Act, 1888, 
deal with the enforcement of a judgment by means of an execution 
or commitment. It is true that in ord. 25, r. 8, the word ‘“‘ unsatis 
fied "’ is used in a different sense from that in which it is used in 
ord. 26, r. 1; but it is there used in a different context. That rule 
is as follows: ‘‘ Where a defendant has made default in payment of 
the whole amount awarded by the judgment or order, or where the 
judgment or order was for payment by instalments of an instalment 
thereof, a warrant of execution may issue against his goods without 
leave; and such execution shall be for the whole amount of the 
judgment or order and costs then remaining unsatisfied, or in the case 
of an order for payment by instalments, for such portion thereof as 
the court shall order, either at the time of making the original order 
or at any subsequent time.’’ In that context the word “ unsatisfied ”’ 
must mean that the date fixed by the judgment for payment of the 
debt has arrived, and default has been made in payment. That is the 
meaning of the word in that rule. The same observation may be 
made upon section 146, and the following sections of the County Court 
Act, 1888, which deal with judgment debtors in default. The 
argument addressed to us is that because the word ‘“‘ unsatisfied "’ has 
that meaning in ord. 25, r. 8, that therefore in ord. 26, r. 1, which 
deals not with defaulting debtors, but with the attachment of debts, 
the meaning which is to be attached to the words “ unsatisfied judg 
ment '’ must be the same as that in the earlier rule. I think not. 
The idea of the rule is that debts owing to a judgment debtor should 
be attached in aid of the judgment creditor seeking his remedy. This 
procedure is not only in aid of the judgment creditor, but of the 
debtor at the same time, because he is saved by it from having his 
goods taken, just as in former days a seizure under a ca sa freed the 
goods of the debtor from execution. Is there any reason why 
garnishee proceedings should not be taken during the interval between 
the giving of the judgment and the date when the amount of the 
judgment debt is ordered to be paid into court’? The garnishee order 
nisi does not operate at once, and it is not a payment of a debt; but 
it is a matter to be brought before the learned county court judge. 
I think that the intention was that the creditor should have*this 
remedy; but that ord. 26, r. 14, and the following rules leave the 
matter in the discretion of the learned judge. Under rule 14, in the 
present instance, the learned judge might have made an order which 
would have been satisfactory to the judgment debtor. But what 
happened was that, the money having been paid into court by the 
judgment debtor in the interval, he came to the court and contended 
that the whole of the garnishee proceedings were altogether irregular. 
The result was that he lost his costs. If, instead of adopting that 
unnecessary course, he had said that the garnishee proceedings were 
unnecessary because he had paid, or was going to pay, the money 
into court, the learned judge might well in his discretion have taken 
the view that the garnishee proceedings were unnecessary, and have 
given the defendant his costs. If the defendant, instead of using the 
weapon which he chose to use, had taken the ordinary one, which 
was at his hand, he might have got satisfaction. As he did not do 
so, I do not see how we can interfere, and accordingly this appeal 
must be dismissed 

Cuannett, J.. delivered judgment to the same effect.—Counset, for 
the appellant, Farleigh; for the respondents, Tolman Gregory, K.C., 
and R. Moritz. Sorscrrors, Ralph Raphael & Co.; Wotkine & 


Pulleyn. 
[Reported hr ©. G. Momaw, Rarrieter-at-Law.) 


Solicitors’ Cases. 


Re SHUTTLEWORTHE. LILLEY v. MOORE. Joyce,J. 16th March. 


Costs—T axaTion—WiLt—So.icitor - Execuron—Insotvent Estate— 
ApMinistration Action—Prorir Costs. 


_ A solicitor who is sole executor and trustee of a will is not entitled, 
if the eatate ia found to be insolvent, to his costs of defending an 
administration action in pereon, nor to any other costs, except his out 
of-pocket expenses, even though the will contained a clause empowering 
him to make professional charges, and the order in the action on 
further consideration directed the coats of the defendant to he taxed 
as between solicitor and client, and retained by him out of the balance 
due from him. 


This was a summons by the defendant in an administration action 
for a review of taxation. The testator, by his will, appointed the de 
fendant (who was a solicitor) and another executors and trustees 
thereof, and declared that the defendant should be entitled to charge 
for professional work done by him in the course of administration. 
The second executor predeceased the testator. The testator died in 
1908, and an administration action was commenced by a creditor of the 
estate. The defendant appeared in person. The master’s certificate 
found that the estate was insolvent, and an order on further con 
sideration was made in chambers by which it was ordered (inter alia) 
that it be referred to the taxing master to tax as between solicitor and 
client the costs of the plaintiff and defendant of the action, including 
in the costs of the defendant any charges properly incurred by him as 
executor of the testator’s will and not pe y taxed or allowed 
beyond his costs of the action, and that the defendant should retain 
the amount of his costs when so taxed out of the balance certified to be 
due from him. The defendant brought in a bill of costs, which was 
taxed by the taxing master at £15 8s. The defendant thereupon 
brought in objections to the taxation, on the ground that the taxing 
master had not followed the order on further consideration, and that 
he ought to allow the defendant ordinary costs in the action as between 
solicitor and client. The taxing master overruled the objections on 
the ground that the case was concluded by authority; and, in his 
answer to them, he said that the sum which he allowed the defendant 
was ‘‘ sufficient to amply cover his disbursements.’’ The defendant 
then took out the present summons for review, and appeared in person 
at the hearing. The respondent (the plaintiff in the action) relied on 
Cradock v. Piper (T8350, 1 Mac. & G. 664), Simmons v. Storer (1880, 
28 W. R. 408, 14 Ch. D. 154), and Re White, Pennell v. Franklin (4% 
W. R. 676; 1898, 2 Ch. 217). 

Joyce, J.—In this case my sympathies, if I am entitled to have any, 
are with the applicant. He was appointed executor by the testator, 
with full power to charge for his costs. Proceedings were taken by a 
creditor to administer the estate, and in those proceedings the appli 
cant, being a solicitor, instead of instructing another solicitor, did the 
work himself, and appeared in person. Of course, if he had employed 
another solicitor, that solicitor would have been entitled to charge for 
the work done; but he did not. The estate turning out insolvent, it is 
impossible for me to give effect to the provision in the will relating 
to his costs; and, apart from that, it is decided by authority which I, 
of course, must follow, whether it seems hard or not (and there are 
some things, as Lord Lindley says, which are settled, whether we like 
it or not), that, where a solicitor appears in person in administration 
proceedings, and when an order is made — his costs, the only 
costs he gets are his out-of-pocket expenses. erefore, there being no 
question as to the quantum, this application fails. I dismiss it with- 
out costs. The plaintiff's costs will be paid out of the estate as his 
costs in the action.—Counsex for the respondent, Dunham. Soxicrrors, 
Maffey & Brentnall. 

[Reported by H. F. Cuxgtrie, Barrister-at-Law.! 


JINKS v. JINKS. Prob., &c., Div., Evans, P. 13th March. 


JupiciaL SepaRaTion—Petition By Wire—AppLicaTion TO DisMIss 
Soricrror CHancep Durine Proceepincs—Costs IncurRRED—BILL TO 
pe CARRIED IN FoR TAXATION—PRoceEDINGS IN Suit MEANWHILE 
Stavep—Divorce Rutes 154 & 155. 

On being satisfied that a solicitor, though not still on the record, had 
been properly instructed by a wife-petitioner, and had acted reasonably, 
the court stayed proceedings hy the husband for the dismiasal of the 
cuit in order to give the solicitor an opportunity to carry in his bill 
of coats for taxation. 


Summons adjourned into court. The facts sufficiently appear frou 
the judgment. In addition to the cases referred to by the President 
counsel cited Cheale v. Cheale (1 Hagg. Ecc. 374), Nicol v. Nicol (34 
W. R. 283, 31 Ch. D. 524), Kemp-Welch v. Kemp-Welch and Crymes 
(1910, P. 233), and Sanders v. Sanders (1911, W. N. 46). Counsel for 
the wife supported the husband's application for the suit to be dis 
missed. 

Evans, P.—This is in form an application on the part of the respon 
dent for an order dismissing the petition of his wife for a judicial 
separation from hjm on the ground of his cruelty. The question that 
arises is whether or no the petition ought to be dismissed without se- 
curity being given for, or actual payment made of, costs incurred on be 
half of the wife by her first solicitor, she having changed her solicitors 





during the course of the proceedings. If properly instructed, and if 
his action has been reasonable, a solicitor can get his costs if properly 
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incurred. I have to decide in this case whether the determination of 
the matter rests with the officials of this court or whether the petition 
should be dismissed and the solicitor be left to recover his costs by an 
action at common law. I do not think the solution presents any “= 
great difficulties. The petition was filed in September, 1910, and is still 
on the file, and therefore the suit is stil] alive. Counsel for the husband 
says that the suit practically ended in November, 1910, but I do not 
with this view. The court minutes say that between the 26th 

af October and the 19th of December of that year five or six orders 
were made relating to custody and alimony and other matters. On 
the 2lst of December, 1910, notice was given of a change of solicitors 
by the petitioner. Mr. Whitehead ceased to be the petitioner's solicitor 
on the record, she being now represented by Messrs. D. Newton & 
Co. After the petition was filed the parties resumed cohabitation. 
There was, however, another separation later, and on the 2lst of 
December the parties were still living separate and apart. After this 
there were various negotiations whieh resulted in another resumption 
of cohabitation. I have considered the steps which Mr. Whitehead 
took to recover his costs, and the dates on which he took them, and I 
consider that there was no unreasonable delay on his part, but, on the 
contrary, that it might be laid to the charge of the other side. Counsel 
for the respondent does not contend that a change of solicitors, which 
brings the position of solicitor on the record automatically to an end, 
necessarily takes away any right of proceeding in this division with 

ard to the payment of this bill. It was not unreasonable for Mr. 
Whitehead to send his bill to the solicitor who succeeded him, and 
subsequently to the lady herself. Rules 154 and 155 deal with taxa 
tion. The court may say there shall be a stay of proceedings until 
the costs are paid and discharged, see Joseph v. Joseph (76 L. T. N. S. 
236), which is not quite the same as Warwick v. Warwick (85 L. T. 
173). Nairne v. Nairne (85 L. T. 649) is not an authority against the 
solicitor in this case, as in that case the pleadings had been closed, and 
the case set down for hearing on a definite date, the 18th of February, 
1901. But that date was lon ssed, and proceedings were stayed, and 
it was not until the 3rd of July, 1901 that the bill of costs was carried 
in for taxation. Gorell Barnes, J., in his judgment, says, ‘“‘ The point 
raised is simply this, when solicitors have ceased to act in a case on 
their own motion, can they subsequently take any steps in respect of 
the matter’? . . . The principle upon which the court acts as 
regards the costs of the wife was fully and clearly stated by Lord 
Hannen in the case of Smith v. Smith (30 W. R. 688, 7 Div. 84). It 
is to enable her to be placed in funds, so that she may be in a position 
to defend herself. It is to protect her, and not to protect her solicitor. 
A machinery is provided by which a solicitor is saved from running any 
risk as to his costs. In ordinary cases the necessary funds are provided 
by the wife herself in the first instance; but afterwards the solicitor 
can apply to the court for funds or necessar. —— for the purpose 
of continuing the suit. If, however, he fails to follow the ordinary 
practice, and does nothing, he acts at his own risk, for many circum 
stances may arise which will prevent him from obtaining his costs. 
And if he makes his application for security at too late a period, after 
the practical abandonment of a suit, he is out of time, and must be 
left to take his remedy at common law. In the present case the 
application is not in accordance with the practice of the Divorce Court, 
as it is not in time, and is not made by solicitors who are acting for the 

itioner, but by solicitors who have once acted for her in their own 

half. The question of reasonability in contesting the suit does not 
now arise. It must be left to be raised in an action at common law.” 
In Nairne v. Nairne (supra) the solicitors themselves put an end to 
the relation of solicitor and client. In this case it ceased by the act 
of the petitioner. The question is different here. The question is, 
can a client, by merely giving notice of a change of solicitors, take 
away the ordinary protection of solicitors as to security for their costs’ 
In my judgment it is not fair that it should be so. This solicitor 
should be able to secure some protection against the husband for the 
costs which he has incurred for the wife without having recourse to 
common law proceedings. Therefore the proceedings in this action 
must be stayed in order that the suit may be kept alive, and in order 
to give the solicitor an opportunity to carry in his bill. The costs 
of this application and in chambers may be added to the bill, without 
prejudice to any subsequent order as to costs, in order to avoid a 
second taxation. Leave to appeal was granted.—Counsm, Bartley 
Dennises, for Mr. Whitehead ; Newton, for wife-petitioner ; 
Grazebrook, for husband. Soticrrors, Vaughan, Whitehead, & Co. ; 
Deacon Newton & Co.; C. O. Humphreys & Son. 

[Reported by Diosr Oores-Pazxpr, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Solicito s Ordered to be Struck Off the Rolls. 
March 20.—Patrick Burke, 83, Bridge-street, Manchester. 
March 20.—Joun Mimton Kerr, formerly of Halifax, Yorks. 
March 20.—Francis Ernest Swann, 180, Fleet-street, London, E.C. 
Solicitor Ordered to be Suspended. 


March 20.—ArtTuur Wennam Hussrr, 24, Essex-street, Strand. Ordered 
to be suspended for twelve months. 








“Merlin on Interpleader in the High Court and County Courts.” 


Societies. 
The Selden Society. 


The following is the annual report of the Council for the year 1910 :— 
1. Notwithstanding losses by death and resignation, the number of 
members remains about the same, and in 1910 was 352 

2. The publication for the year 1909, unavoidably delayed by the 
death of Mr. Vernon Harcourt, has now been issued under the editor- 
ship of Mr. William Craddock Bolland as Volume 24 of the Society's 
publications and Volume 5 of the Year Book Series, and is ‘‘ The Eyre 
of Kent, 6 & 7 Edward IT., Vol. 1.”’ 

The Council regret a further delay in the appearance of Volume 25 
for 1910, which has resulted from a strike of printers; but the work is 
now complete, and the Council hope that it may be ta the hands of 
members before the annual meeting. This is ‘‘ Select Cases in the 
Star Chamber, Vol. 8,’’ and deals with the Star Chamber proceedings 
in the reign of Henry VIII., being a continuation of Volume 16, which 
was confined to the period of Henry VII. 

3. The publication for 1911 will be another volume of the ‘ Year 
Books of Edward II.,’’ edited by Mr. G. J. Turner, which should ap- 
pear during the present year. The work adopted for 1912 is a volume on 
** Select Charters of Trading Companies,’ edited by Mr. Cecil T 
Carr. 

4. Provisional arrangements (subject to contingencies) have been 

made for the following further sulillentiens, viz. :—Other volumes of 
the ‘‘ Year Book of the Eyre of Kent,’’ by Mr. Bolland ; other volumes 
of the *‘ Year Books of Edward II.,’’ by Mr. Turner; and a volume 
of ‘* Select Ecclesiastical Pleas,’’ by Mr. Harold D. Hazeltine. 
Owing to difficulties in tracing the MS. materials collected by the 
late Professor Charles Gross, of Harvard, who was engaged on the 
second volume of ‘‘ Select Cases in the Law Merchant,’’ no final 
arrangements for the completion of this work have yet been made, but 
the matter is under consideration. 

5. The period of office of the Master of the Rolls as a vice-president 
has expired. The Council have nominated in his place the Hon. Mr. 
Justice Joyce, who has kindly consented to serve. The Council desire 
to record their gratitude to the Master of the Rolls for his services as 
vice-president during the last three years. 

6. Under the rules the following members of the Council retire by 
rotation, namely :--Mr. Sidney O. Addy, Mr. Boydell Houghton, Pro- 
fessor Kenny, the Hon. Mr. Justice Warrington, and Mr. Cyprian 
Williams. No nomination has been received under Rule 7 (a). 

The Council have nominated the retiring members for re-election. 

7. Two casual vacancies in the Council occurred in the course of the 
year through the acceptance of the presidency by Mr. Renshaw, K.C., 
and the death of Mr. Pennington. These have been filled by the 
appointment of the Right Hon. Lord Justice Fletcher Moulton and 
Mr. Thomas Rawle. 

8. An abstract of the accounts, with the report of the auditors, is 


annexed. Water C. Rensuaw, President. 





Herefordshire Incorporated Law Society. 


The annual general meeting of this society was held on Monday, the 
27th of February, 1911, when there were present :—Mr. B. Philpin 
(president), Mr. D. Allen (vice-president), Messrs. H. C. Beddoe, 
F. S. Collins, F. T. Carver, F. R. James, J. Lambe, W. J. Humfrys, 
M. J. G. Scobie, A. D. Steel, A. J. Corner, R. Masefield, E. A. Capel, 
A. C. Cochrane, T. A. Matthews, W. T. Carless, and J. R. Symonds 


(hon. secretary). 

The minutes of the last general meeting were read, confirmed, and 
signed. 

The report of the committee for the past year, with statement of 
accounts, was received and adopted. 

It was resolved, on the motion of Mr. J. Lambe, seconded by Mr. 
Collins, ‘‘ That Mr. D. Allen be elected president of the society for 
the year 1911.” 

It was resolved, on the motion of Mr. Humfrys, seconded by Mr. 
Corner, ‘‘ That a cordial vote of thanks be accorded Mr. Philpin for 
his services as president for the past year.”’ 

It was resolved, on the motion of Mr. W. J. Humfrys, seconded by 
Mr. Beddoe, ‘‘ That Mr. Reginald Masefield, of Ledbury, be elected 
vice-president for the ensuing year.”’ 

The following committee was elected :—Messrs. H. C. Beddoe, 
W. T. Carless, F. 8. Collins, A. J. Corner, W. J. Humfrys, M. J. G. 
Scobie, A. D. Steel, F. R. James, E. P. Lloyd, and B. Philpin. 

Mr. J. R. Symonds was re-elected honorary secretary and treasurer. 

The following were elected members of the society : Mr. Royes 8. 
Coles (Hereford), and Mr. H. F. W. Harries (Brecon). 





The following are extracts from the report of the committee :— 

Members_The number of members at the commencement of this 
year was 65, as compared with 63 in the previous year. 
” Conditions of Sale.—The committee, having had their attention 
drawn to special conditions of sale, (a) throwing upon purchasers the 
expenses incurred by vendors in complying with the provisions of 
section 4 (2) of the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910, and (+) empowering 
the vendor to retain the conveyance after es to have it stamped 





By 8S. P. J. Merlin, Barrieter-at-Law. Price 6s. Butterworth & Co., 
Bell-yard, W.C. [Apvrt.] 


for increment duty, unanimously disapproved of the use of such con- 
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ditions, particularly when used with the common form conditions of 
the society. The action of the committee was approved by the council 
of the Law Society and by the Associated Provincial Law Societies. 
The committee hope members will assist them by avoiding the use of 
such conditions and resisting their insertion wherever they may find 
them. 


The Circuit Syatem.—The committee are glad to note that the judges 


have issued a revised scheme altering the dates for holding the assizes, | 


from which they conclude that the more drastic scheme of altering the 
present system is in abeyance for the present, if not altogether 


abandoned, though the same influences that secured the adoption by | 


the Law Society of the report of the committee for the remodelling of 
the circuit system are still urging the alterations recommended in that 
report 

Land Transfer The report of the Commission has at length been 
issued, and, in the opinion of your committee, is as satisfactory as 
could have been anticipated. The commissioners admit that the system 
as it stands is imperfect, and add that they cannot recommend the 
compulsory extension of an imperfect system. At the same time, the 
suggest that the experience of other countries encourages the belief 
that compulsory registration of title to land may hereafter be looked 
forward to, and there is a paragraph that is very full of meaning : 

As the valuation of land in England, under the Finance (1909-10 
Act of 1910, is only just commencing, it has not been possible for us 
to examine this part of our subject to the extent which would be 
necessary before we could make any recommendation as to the manner 
in which the registration of title to land here might be connected with 
its valuation for the purposes of taxation; but that such a connection 
is possible, and that (assuming both registration and valuation to be 
continued) it would be of much advantage in cheapening an 
facilitating both first registration and subsequent dealings, may fairly 
be deduced from the results of its establishment in Germany and 
Austria Hungary, where, according to the Registrar's Report, there 
is even more variety in the size, valne, and character of landed pro 
perties, and more complication arising from titles, settlements and 
mortgages, than exist in this ce untry.’ (Page 48.) If the law affect 
ing the taxation of real property in England were in the same state 
now as it was when the commission was appointed, your committee 
would hope that in the face of such a report the attempts to extend 
compulsory registration to the provinces would be abandoned. But 
they eannot conceal from themselves that some register of the owners 
of land, to be kept up to date, is essential to the scheme for taxing 
land values that has now become law. The only means of keeping the 
authorities informed as to changes in ownership is by requiring all 
sales of land to be registered, and it is probable that some measure of 
compulsion will be intr duced at an early date and forced through 
Parliament Under these circumstances, vour committee are inclined 
to the opinion that the wise course for the profession to adopt, not 
only in their own interest, but in that of their clients, is to endeavour 
to come to terms with the authorities, and offer to accept a really 
simple measure if that be substituted for the elaborate and trouble 
some procedure at present in use in the metropolis. We think that 
basis for such an arrangement might be found in some such scheme 
as that suggested by the late Mr. Wolstenholme, to which the com 
mission refer, and the essence of which was to abolish all estates in 
land and rent-charges, except the fee simple and terms of years 
absolute, leaving all other interests to take effect in equity. If there 
must be a register of owners of land, why not assimilate that register 
to the register of stocks and shares of railway and other companies 
Surely limited interests of every kind, whether life interests, mort 
gages, portions, or settlements of any kind may be evidenced and 
protected as they now are where the subject matter is personalty, sucl 
as stocks or shares or policies, by documents kept entirely off the 
register, and notices in the nature of distringases or stop orders. That 
any system of compulsory registration of title must hamper dealings 
in land. and add to the difficulties and cost of conveyancing, vour com 
mittee are quite aware, but they believe a simple register of the sort 
snggested above would be a far lesser evil than any system such as 
the present. The examination of titles would be unnecessary, and the 
functions of the registrar would be little more onerous than those of 
the registrar to a railway or similar company, and we believe a system 
might he introduced of transmission of documents for registration by 
post, which would render unnecessary any such great establishment as 
that suggested by the commission, of district registries with branches 
it each county court and district registrars who would travel on 
circuit 


Shropshire Law Society. 


At a well-attended meeting of thie society, held on the 17th inst., at 
the society's rooms in Shrewsbury, Mr. J. W. Montford, of Ludlow 
the president, delivered an interesting address on the statutes and 
cases of importance of the past year, which it was resolved to publish 
with the annual report. 

The report and accounts were considered and adopted. 

The president, hon. treasurer (Mr. H. J. Osborne), and the hon 
secretary (Mr. R. T. Hughes) were unanimously re-elected; My. W. 
C. C. Peele, Mr. C. Payne, and Mr. J. St. C. Upton were elected cn 
the committee in the place of the three retiring members; Mr. R. W. 
Salt was aleo elected on the Library Committee, and the president 


| The members present included Mr. E. G. 8. Corser, vice-president ; 
| Mr. A. H. Bardswell, Mr. Barton, Mr. Hickman, Mr. H. W, Hughes, 
Mr. Mitchell, Mr. C. Payne, Mr. J. Shawcross, Mr. J. H. Sprott, Mr. 
H. G. Stevens, Mr. A. H. Stokes, and Mr. R. T. Hughes, hon. secre 
tary. 

Just at the close of the meeting Mr: Montford presented the society 
with a very handsome. silver ‘“‘ loving cup.”’ The gift was high!y 
appreciated by the members present, and a hearty vote of thanks, pro 
posed by Mr. Corser, was accorded to Mr. Montford for his generoys 
preeentation, 7 





Wakefield Incorporated Law Society, 


The annual meeting of members was held at the Bull Hotel, Wake. 
field, on Thursday, the 23rd of February, 1911. Present :—Mr. T. B. 
Sugden (president) in the chair, Messrs. Bell, Briggs, Chalker, Coles, 
Cooke, Greenhalgh, Haworth, Jones, Plews, Smith, Townend, and G. 
Beaumont (hon. secretary). The notice convening the meeting was 
taken as read. The report of the committee was read by the hon. 
secretary. The treasurer's accounts were presented. The chairman 
read his address. Proposed by Mr. Plews, seconded by Mr. Cooke, 

| and resolved :—“ That the report of the committee and treasurer's 
accounts be accepted, and that the same and the president’s address 
be printed and circulated amongst the members.’’ Proposed by the 
president, seconded by Mr. H. Chalker and resolved :—‘‘ That for 
the current year the treasurer do pay out of the funds of this society 
to the Law Society the subscription of each member of this society, 
| so as to qualify him as a member of the Law Society.’’ Proposed by 
the president, seconded by Mr. H. Chalker, and resolved :—“ That 
| for the current year this society’s subscription to the Yorkshire Board 
of Legal Studies be £10 10s.”’ An amendment, proposed by Mr: 
Townend, seconded by Mr. B. 8S. Briggs, that the subscription be £5 5s 
instead of £10 10s., was put to the meeting and declared not car- 
ried. Proposed by Mr. Plews, seconded by Mr. Cooke, and resolved :— 
‘That for the current year this society’s subscription, £2 2s., to the 
Yorkshire Union of Law Societies be paid.’’ Proposed by Mr. 
Cooke, seconded by Mr. Haworth, and resolved:—‘‘ That Mr. H. 
Plews be elected president for the current year.’’ Proposed by Mr. 
Chalker, seconded by Mr. B. 8. Briggs, and resolved :—‘‘ That Messrs. 
A. E. Greaves and W. W. Greenhalgh be elected vice-presidents for 
the current year.’’ Proposed by Mr. Townend, seconded by Mr 
Greenhalgh, and sesthved i” Vaan Mr. H. F. Atter be elected hon. 
treasurer for the current year.’’ Proposed by Mr. Sugden, seconded 
by Mr. Cooke, and resolved :—‘‘ That Mr. G. Beaumont, M.A., B.C.L., 
be re-elected hon. secretary for the current year.’’ Proposed by Mr. 
B. S. Briggs, seconded by Mr. Townend, and resolved :—‘‘ That M1 
Kingswell be re-elected hon. librarian for the current year.’’ Pro- 
posed by Mr. G. Beaumont, seconded by Mr. Townend, ond resolved :— 
‘That Messrs. Coles and W. Dickinson be re-elected auditors for the 
current year.’’ The following were then elected members of the com- 
mittee, namely :—Messrs. Briggs, Chalker, Cooke, T. E. Catterall, 
Haworth, Leatham, Sugden, and Townend. Proposed by Mr. Cooke, 
seconded by Mr. Briggs, and resolved:—‘ That Messrs. C. J. 
Haworth and F. E. Cobby be re-elected the representatives of this 
society on the council of the Yorkshire Board of Legal Studies.’’ Pro- 
posed by Mr. Townend, seconded by Mr. Haworth, and resolved :— 
“That Messrs. Plews and Chalker be re-elected the representatives of 
this society on the Yorkshire Union of Law Societies for the current 
year.’ Proposed by Mr. Briggs, seconded by Mr. Plews, and re- 
solved :+-“‘ That a hearty vote of thanks be given to the president 
for his services during his year of office, and for his address.” 


—_— — 


The following are extracts from the report of the committee :— 

Members.—The number of ordinary members of the society is now 
50. During the year five members rezigned and one died. The com 
mittee deeply regret the loss that the society has sustained through the 
death of Mr. Edward Lodge, who was one of the oldest members of 
the profession in Wakefield, and who was for very many years a 
member of the society, and the year before last was a member of the 
committee. 

Land Registration.—This matter has again been in obeyance as 
the commission has only just issued its report. The committee will 
consider the report as soon as possible. 

Land Taxation under the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910.—This matter 
has undoubtedly been the most important point of interest to solici- 
tors during the past year. Fhe committee have spent considerable 
time discussing the various points arising with regard to the land 
taxes, and they convened a general meeting of the society on the 16th 
f August last year to consider the matter. The meeting was fairly 
well attended, and an interesting discussion took place. The com 
mittee are of opinion that for the purpose of Increment Stamp Duty 
under Section 4, Sub-Section 3 of the Act, a copy of the instrument 
should be presented and the form I.V.D. (A) should be used instead 
of an abstract of the instrument on form I.V.D. (B). The committee 
wish to draw the attention of the members of the society to the fact 
that the Law Society has expressed the opinion that the above work 
is not covered by the scalé fee. Form IV. has also received the care- 
ful consideration of the committee, and each clause of this form was 
fully discussed at the general meeting above referred to, but the 
committee did not think it advisable to issue any official opinion as 
to the method to be adopted in filling up the form nor as to the charge 
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made for so doing. The committee had 2,000 copies of Form IV. 
printed for the use of members of the society, and the copies were 
sold to the members at a profit of £1 11s. The provisional valuations | 
are now being sent out in the district, but not in great quantities, and 
the committee are of opinion that a very considerable time must elapse 
before the valuations can be completed. This will undoubtedly cause 
considerable trouble and difficulty to those who have been recently 
dealing with their land, or may do so in the immediate future. The 


committee have made inquiries and up to now they have not been | 


able to ascertain that any increment duty, and undeveloped land 
duty has been claimed or collected in this district. The mineral 
rights duty both for last year and this year is being collected, but 
being based on the rental does not present any features of difficulty. 
The Act has been in force for such a comparatively short time that 
it is impossible at present to say what the effect upon the profession 
will ultimately be. 





Norfolk and Norwich Incorporated Law Society. 


The following are extracts from the report of the committee :— 
enibece.—‘The number of members is now eighty-three, of whom 

two are life members and sixty-two are members of the chief law 
society. The number of barristers, justices of the peace, and others, 
not being members of the society,; who subscribe to the law library 
is seven, of whom one is a life member. Mr. E. Holley, Mr. L. G. 
Hill, and Mr. G. A. C. Perks have been elected members of the 
society. 
Sir Charles Gilman.—Tho committee much regret to have to record 
the death of Sir Charles Gilman, which occurred on the 24th of 
February last. Sir Charles was admitted a solicitor in 1856, and was 
a member of the old law library, and joined our society upon its 
formation, and served upon the committee. It is with great satis- 
faction the committee recall the high esteem in which Sir Charles 
Gilman was held, both on account of his professional attainments and 
his distinguished citizenship. 

The Hon. Secretary.—At the close of the annual meeting of the 
society, held in February, 1910, a presentation of plate, subscribed 
for by the members, was made by the president (Mr. Hales) to the 
hon. secretary (Dr. Blyth), in recognition of his invaluable services 
to the society since its foundation. The presentation took place shortly 
after the dignity of the lord mayoralty was conferred upon the city, 
and it is a source of sincere gratification that the first to hold that 
exalted position should be the secretary of our society. 

Local Stamping Office.—It is’ with much pleasure the committee 
record that as a result of their efforts a stamping office has now 
been established in the city, which has proved a very great con- 
venience to all solicitors. 

Land Transfer.—The long-expected Report of the Royal Commission 
has at last been issued. The Commissioners point out that private 
conveyancing has been cheapened and expedited; that land-owners 
show much reluctance to avail themselves of the Registry; the Com- 
missioners in the Report state, ‘‘The system as it stands is in our 
judgment imperfect, and we cannot recommend the compulsory exten- 
sion of an imperfect system. We think that it should first be amended 
in the manner we have proposed, and that if, after sufficient experience, 
the amended system is found to work satisfactorily within the present 
compulsory area of London, a Bill for the gradual extension of com- 
— on sales to the rest of the country by the establishment of 

1 centres and branches in the manner suggested by the Registrar, 
should then be considered by Parliament.’’ To ordinary readers the 
foregoing extract would appear to practically dispose of the matter, 
but it will be noticed the whole question turns on the “‘/,”’ and that 
so far as can be seen the Land Registry officials will be the judges 
as to what will be “‘ sufficient experience,’’ and whether the amended 
syetem works ‘‘ satisfactorily.” 

Points under the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910.—(1) Costs.— 
The Supreme Court Taxing Masters have resolved ‘that the 
work of assessing the Increment Duty, including the preliminary work 
of obtaining the ‘ Particulars delivered’ stamp, is not covered by the 
scale charge under the Solicitors’ Remuneration Act, but is to be 
paid for by ordinary detailed charges as general business, but not as 
conveyancing work.’’ The Law Society have passed a resolution 
deprecating the use of a condition of sale throwing upon purchasers 
the expense of the assessment or the payment of the Increment Value 
Duty. Your committee is in agreement with this resolution. 

(2) Stamps.—The certificate under section 73 should be contained in 
the body of the instrument itself, but as a temporary measure to 
meet the case of instruments which have been prepared in ignorance 
of the provisions of the section, the Commissioners have authorized 
the officials to accept a certificate interpolated in the deed and 
initialled by the parties, or endorsed at the end and signed by all the 
oxteery or in any similar way made a part of the deed. The Board of 
nland Revenue have informed the Law Society that in their opinion 
where the same purchaser buys several properties from the same 
vendor at the same auction and the aggregate consideration exceeds 
£500, the certificate cannot properly be inserted. It should be noted 
that all voluntary conveyances must now bear ad valorem duty, and in 
every case adjudication is necessary. Having regard to the number 
of adjudications now rendered necessary, application has been made 
to the Inland Revenue, through the Association of the Provincial Law 
Societies, to waive the fee of 5s. at present charged for adjudication 
of instruments forwarded by post. The Board, while declining to 





accede to the suggestion, have agreed to waive the fee in cases of 
transfers of stock or marketable securities. 
(3) Practice.—To avoid difficulties and delays it is understood a 


| new form I.V.D. (G) has been prepared applicable to an instrument 


presented undated, which after comparison of particulars delivered on 
forms I.V.D. (A) or (B), with such instrument will be returned there- 


| with, and is in effect a guarantee that the requisite — under sec- 
| tion 4 (3) (b) will be given on demand on production o 


the instru- 
ment duly completed and dated. 

(4) Mortgages.—The Board has decided to treat a mortgagee as 9 
person interested under section 27 (5), and accordingly he will be 
entitled to be served with a copy of the provisional valuation on 
making application before the valuation is settled. 








Law Students’ Journal. 
Law Students’ Union of England and Wales. 


The fourth general meeting will be held on Friday, 31st March, 
1911, at Frascati’s Restaurant, Oxford-street, W., at 6 for 6.15 p.m., 
when the chair will be taken by Mr. Garton. 

The fourth examination dinner and smoking concert will be held at 
Frascati’s Restaurant, Oxford-street, W., on Friday, 31st March, 1911, 
at 7.15 p.m. for 7.30 p.m. The chair will be taken by Sir Homewood 
Crawford, and members are earnestly requested to attend and support 
him. The dinner and concert is open to all law students, whether mem- 
bers of the Union or not. Tickets, 5s. each. Evening dress optional. 

The following are extracts from the committee’s report :— 

Since the general meeting held on 4th November, 1910, the work of 
this Union has made steady progress. The membership is now 136, 
and we are pleased to announce that only four members have resigned. 
We regret to state, however, that there are about thirty subscriptions 
still unpaid for the current year. The names of those members who 
have not then paid their subscriptions will be read out at the general 
meeting on 31st March next. We have concluded negotiations with the 
Chartered Accountants’ Students’ Society of London for the holding 
of joint entertainments, which it is hoped will enure to the benefit of 
both professions. The first of these joint assemblées was held on 11th 
February last, at the Union’s Headquarters, and was very successful. 
The Law Society has generously made us a donation of £20, to be 
applied towards the general purposes of the Union. The Liverpool, 
Gloucester, Bath and Monmouth Law Students’ Societies have ap 

inted representatives to serve on the committee in London which has 
Soc formed to present a petition to Parliament for the establishment 
of a National School of Law, and which continues to make steady pro 
gress. We feel it our duty to point out that the expenses of publishing 
“Practice Points’’ are rapidly exceeding the amount of the Union’s 
funds, and unless the members of the Union support this venture more 
than they have done up to the present, there will be no alternative but 
to discontinue the magazine. This question will be raised at the general 
meeting on 3lst March next, and the opinion of the members taken. In 
conclusion, we would remind members that help is urgently required to 
carry out the objects of the Union. Up to the present the whole work 
of the Union has fallen on the shoulders of a few members, regardless 
of the fact that it is the duty of every member to come forward and 


heip. 








Investments Sanctioned by the Public 
Trustee for the Investment of 
Capital Moneys held by [Irish 
Trustees for the Purposes of the 
Settled Land Acts. 


It will be remembered that under the Irish Land Act, 1909, Irish 
trustees for the purposes of the Settled Land Acts are authorized, with 
the sanction of the Public Trustee, to invest in (among other invest- 
ments) any of the public stocks or funds or Government securities of 
any foreign Government or State, or in the mortgages, bonds, deben- 
tures, or debenture stock of any railway in the United States of 
America, Mexico, the Argentine Republic, or Canada which has, 
during each of the five years last past before the date of the invest- 
ment, paid a dividend on its preference stock (if any) or its ordinary 
stock. The following remarkable list of trust investments sanctioned 
by the Public Trustee was (according to the Times) given by the Earl 
of Granard in reply to a question in the House of Lords :— 

Argentine Government 44, per cent. Internal Gold Loan, 1888; 
Argentine Government 4 per cent. Rescission Bonds; Argentine 
Government 5 per cent 1884 Bonds; Argentine Govern 
ment 4 per cent. 1897 Bonds; Brazilian Government per 
cent. 1910 Loan; Brazilian Government 44 per cent. 1888 Loan; 
Brazilian Government 5 per cent. 1908 Loan; Brazilian Government 
5 per cent. 1895 Loan; Cuban Government 44 per cent. Gold Bonds; 
Chilian Government 5 per cent. 1905 Loan; Chilian Government 5 per 
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cent. 1896 Bonds; Chinese Government 5 per cent. 1896 Gold Bonds; | income, and our management expenses, which include the always 


5 per cent. Tientsin-Pukow Railway Loan; 
Chilian Government 5 per cent. New Loan; Egyptian Government 
34 per cent. Preference ; Greek Government 4 per cent. Railway Loan, 
1902; Mexican Government 5 per cent. Gold Loan; Russian Govern 
ment 44 per cent. Gold 1909 Loan; Siamese Government 44 per cent. 
Sterling Bonds ; Salvador Republic 6 per cent. Sterling Bonds ; Spanish 
Government 4 per cent. Sealed Bonds; San Paulo 5 per cent. Treasury 
Bonds; Uruguay 34 per cent. Bonds; Baltimore and Ohio Railway 
Company 4 per cent. First Mortgage Gold Bonds; Chesapeake and 
Ohio Railway 44 per cent. Twenty Years Convertible Gold Bonds; 
Chicago, Milwaukee, and St. Paul Railway 4 per cent. General Mort 
gage Bonds, 1989; Illinois Central Railway 4 per cent. Gold Bonds, 
1953; Minneapolis, St. Paul, and Sault Ste. Marie Railway 4 per cent. 
First Mortgage Gold Bonds; New York Central and Michigan Col 
lateral 34 per cent. 1998 Gold Bonds; Norfolk and Western Railway 
4 per cent. First Lien and General Mortgage 1944 Gold Bonds; 
Pennsylvania Railway 4 per cent. Consolidated Mortgage Bonds, 1948 ; 
Southern Pacific Railway 4 per cent. Central Pacific Collateral Gold 
Bonds; Southern Pacific Railway 4 per cent. Twenty Years Con- | 
vertible Gold Bonds; Southern Pacific Railway 4 per cent. First | 
Refunding Gold Bonds; Uriion Pacific Railway 4 per cent. First Lien 
and Refunding Mortgage Gold Bonds; Argentine Great Western Rail 
way 4 per cent. First Debenture Stock; Argentine Great Western Rail 
way 4 per cent. Second Irredeemable Debenture Stock; Buenos Aires 
and Pacific Railway 4 per cent. First Debenture Stock; and the Buenos 
Aires and Pacific Railway 44 per cent. Second Debenture Stock. 


Chinese Government 


Companies. 


Equity and Law Life Assurance Society. 


The annual general meeting of the society was held on Monday, at 
the So« iety's House, No. 18, Lincoln’s-Inn-Fields. The report, which 
disclosed a very favourable record for the year, stated that the new 
business amounted to £962,672 under 504 policies, of which £751,422 
had been retained by the society. The gross new premiums amounted 
to £43,236. The amount of the total assurances in force at the end 
of the year was £12,449,896 The amount received from interest 
and dividends was £155,578. Excluding reversions, outstanding pre 
miums, and interest and cash at bank, the funds were invested at 
the end of the year to produce £4 4s. 9d. per cent. The claims by 
death under 110 policies amounted to £210,174. The mortality has 
been very favourable. The claims by maturity under 142 policies | 
amounted to £133,811 matured, and £41,150 was paid in respect of 
cash bonuses. ‘The total funds amounted at the end of the year to | 
£4,752,902. The expenses of management, including commission and 
quinquennial valuation expenses, amounted to only £11 18s. 10d. per 
cent. of the premium income, 





Licenses Insurance Corporation. 


The twenty-first ordinary general meeting of the Licenses Insu 
ance Corporation and Guarantee Fund, Limited, was held on the 17th 
at the Institute of Chartered Accountants, Moorgate-place, E.C., 
Mr. A. W. Ruggles-Brise (the chairman) presiding. 

The Assistant Manager (Mr. ©. D. Greenway) having read the 
notice convening the meeting and the auditors’ report, 

The Chairman said: I am pleased to say that the accounts show 
we are full of vitality, and, I may add, prosperity. Apart from the 
favourable results of the year’s working, the most conspicuous point 
is the growth and magnitude of our premium income. It will be 
observed that our net premium income—that is, after deducting re 
insurance—now amounts to £187,562 10s. 8d., and this shows the 
large increase over last year of £55,465 13s. 10d. We have extended 
our reinsurance business considerably, more particularly in the direc- 
tion of fire insurance. We recognised many years ago that as it 
was desirable for us to get other companies to take our surplus risks, 
so we should, in return for such business, undertake the surplus risks 
of the companies with which we thus become associated. Thus by | 
the practice of utilising our funds in the development of a more 
general form of insurance, covering the surplus of companies which 
we knew to be carefully managed, we were able to extend our busi- 
ness, and create a new source of profit, which from the outset has 
never failed us. It will be gratifying to the shareholders to know 
that this year we have made at least £6,000 net profit from our rein 
surance business, and as this is now largely increased we may hope 
for even better results next year. Perhaps, however, that which will 
be most reassuring to our shareholders will be to know that this rein 
surance business which has so extensively developed is spread over the 
whole world, and has been so sectionised, sub-divided, and distributed 
that only the most trifling amounts are involved in any one risk. I 
may add, for the information of the shareholders, that the offices 
with which we are connected in respect of reinsurance are associated. | 
as we are ourselves, with the tariff, and that we are involved in no 
employers’ liability or accident business of any kind. It will be | 
noted with satisfaction that the interest on our invested funds exceeds | 


inst., 


£8,000—considerably more than is required to pay our present pro- | 
posed dividend. Our claims have been 46.6 per cent. of our total 


| total income, or 51.1 per cent. of the premium income. 


serious item of agents’ commission, amount to 29.7 per cent. of 

It will be 
seen that the balance of the trading profit for the year was £43,769 
10s. 5d. But, as we had carried forward the sum of $7.14 14s. 3d. the 
year before, and saved £1,006 2s. 8d. by the adjustment of our re. 
serves for depreciation in investments, the total amount we had to 
deal with was £51,923 7s. 4d. The net result is a balance for distri- 
bution of £13,055 18s. 6d. Of this we are carrying forward to next, 
year the sum of £7,479 2s. 6d., and the rest, it gives the directors great 
pleasure to announce, enables them to recommend an increase of the 
dividend from 6 to 8 per cent. The shareholders will note that our 
reserve funds in all now exceed £200,000, which is in striking pro- 
portion to the magnitude of our operations. 

Sir Thomas R. Dewar, in seconding the resolution, said that re- 
ference had been made to the persecution which had been going on 
in the liquor trade during the last few years. This company had 
assisted, in a great measure, the license-holders by the advice which 
they had given them during the troublesome times through which 
they had passed, and they were now looked upon as the great autho- 
rity in the license trade in the kingdom. 

The resolution was carried unanimously, and the re-election of the 
retiring directors (the Hon. Reginald Parker and Mr. Ernest de M. 
Lacon) was unanimously agreed to. 








Legal News. 
Appointments. 


Tuomas Henry Coomss, of Worcester, has been appointed a 
Mr. Coombs was admitted in 1895. 


(Legal 


Mr. 
Commissioner for Oaths. 


Mr. 


LeonaRD Powney Espen, barrister-at-law Adviser, 


| Federated Malay States), has been appointed a Puisne Judge of the 


Supreme Court of the Straits Settlements. 
Mr. Henry Tuomas Kemp, K.C., has been appointed Recorder of 


| York. 


Mr Aexanper Dincwaut Bateson, K.C., and Mr. Rosert Wi 
LiaM Dippin, of the firm of Messrs. Bridges, Sawtell & Co., have been 
elected Directors of the Equity and Law Life Assurance Society. 


Changes in Partnerships. 
Dissolution. 


Civorce Froyp Watkins, JAMes Goprrey Martin, and SIpNeyY 


Has 
Lett, solicitors (Martin, Watkins, & Haslett). March 25. So far as the 
said George Floyd Watkins is concerned. 
[Gazette, March 21. 


Information Required. 
Re HENRY HOOKER, Deceased.—Will any person having know 


| ledge of any will made by Henry Hooker, late of ‘‘ St. Margaret's,” 


Tankerton-road, Whitstable (but formerly of 82, High-street, Sitting- 


| bourne, currier, and Court Lees and Milstrood Farms, near Whit- 
| stable)! kindly communicate at once with Messrs. Harris & Harris, 


solicitors, Sittingbourne. 


General. 


The Perjury Bill was read a third time and passed by the House of 
Lords on Tuesday. 

Judge Edge remarked at Clerkenwell, says the Evening Standard: 
‘We get directors of limited liability companies at this court by the 
dozen. Two people who have as much capital as a baked potato man 
register themselves as a limited company. They have memorandum 
forms with flourishing headings, and they begin to contract debts. 
They have no goods. Whatever furniture there is in each case belongs 
to the wife. It is painful to see the number of directors of limited 
companies who are receiving other ple’s goods and cannot pay for 
them. It is a shocking thing that there should not be some agen 
to tradesmen, but, on the other hand, they are to blame if they don't 
make investigation.” 


The report of the Charity Commissioners for England and W ales, 
which has just been issued, states that the new charities given under 
trusts for investment of the capital which came to their notice during 
the year 1910 amounted to £903,754, and the aggregate amounts given 
by will without trusts for investment to £1,572,018. The report adds 
that “of late our assistance has been very largely invoked by different 
denominations of Nonconformists for the settlement of internal diffical- 
ties arising as to the trusts on which chapels are held, or internal 
disputes, especially those oe the’ relations of ministers to 4 
gregations or trustees. During the past year we have successfully 
brought to a peaceful conclusion questions as to the dismissal © 
ministers which must otherwise have resulted in expensive proceedings 
in courts of law and public scandal, or the disruption of churches. 
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Sir William Henry Melvill, late Solicitor to the Board of Inland 
perenne, died on Saturday last. He was appointed in 1866, and retired 
in 1894. 


in 

The death is announced of Mr. Hewitt Poole Jellett, K.C., his 
Majesty’s second Serjeant-at-Law in Ireland, in his eighty-seventh year. 
He was called to the Bar in 1847, and was made a Q.C. in 1864. He was 
for many years chairman of Quarter Sessions for King’s County. On 
his retirement from practice in 1900, says the 7'imes, his colleagues at 
the Bar presented him with a portrait of himself, which is now hung in 
the dining-hali at the King’s Inn. 

Lord Kinnear, who, says the Westminster Gazette, is assisting the 
Lord Chancellor and the Law Lords in heering appeals, affords an 
instance of the traditional longevity of Scotch judges. He was born 
in 1833, and enrolled as an Advocate in 1856; he became Q.C. in 
1881, and was Dean of the Faculty 1881-2. In the latter year he was 
made a Lord of Session, keeping his own surname and not following 
the usual habit of assuming a territorial title; and he kept it still 
when he received his peerage, which came in 1897. He retains his 
Scotch judgeship, and is the senior member in age and date of ap 
——, and, after the Lord President, in rank, of the Inner 

ouse. yhen he can be spared from Edinburgh he comes to take 
his share of the appeal work at Westminster and at the Privy Council 
Board, and those who heard him deliver a short judgment in the 
Lords on Friday will understand the advantage of his presence, 
especially at the hearing of Scotch appeals. When both the Privy 
Council and the House are sitting at the same time it is not easy to 
muster a sufficient number of Peers and Privy Councillors to consti- 
tute Courts of a satisfactory size, and Lord Kinnear’s activity in 
rendering judicial service alternately here and at Edinburgh at so 
venerable an age is beyond praise. 

In the House of Commons, on the 16th inst., Mr. Pickersgill asked 
the Secretary for Foreign Affairs whether his attention had been drawn 
to the statement of the Lord Chief Justice of England that, in his 
experience before international tribunals, he had had to deal with the 
specific question as to the weight to be given to contemporaneous docu 
ments which had paesed between nations at the same time as a treaty 
or convention, and it was impossible for anyone who was an inter 
national lawyer to say that a tribunal would regard a report of the 
character of the Renault Report as having a conventional force; tha‘ 
if the Renault Report was to be regarded as having conventional weight 
it should be made a part of the Convention; and whether he still 
adhered to the statement which he made to the Edinburgh Chamber 
of Commerce on the 9th of November last that if the proposed Inter- 
national Prize Court was set up at The Hague it would be bound, when 
applying the provisions of the Declaration of London as between the 
signatories, to construe the text in conformity with the terms of the 
Renault Report. Sir E. Grey said: My attention has been called to 
the statement of the Lord Chief Justice referred to. The reports 
referred to by the hon. member are not correctly described as ‘‘ Mon 
sieur Renault’s Report ’’; they were,in fact, the report of the Second 
Peace Conference on the International Prize Court Convention and the 
Report of the London Naval Conference on the Declaration of London. 
Reports of this nature, adopted by a formal vote of an International 
Conference for the express purpose of affording an authoritative com 
mentary on Conventions concluded by the signatories, stand on a 
different footing altogether from ordinary diplomatic correspondence or 
protocols recording the views of individual Governments or delegates. 
The answer to the second part of the question is in the affirmative. 
Mr. Pickersgill: Will the right hon. gentleman state upon what 
authority his original statement was made as against the very high 
authority I have quoted? Sir E. Grey : The original statement was 
made on what is plain from the nature of the proceedings. The case 
was one of the adoption of a report by a formal vote, and was not on 
all fours with the instances referred to by the Lord Chief Justice. 


At the annual meeting of the Areociation of Chambers of Commerce 
of the United Kingdom, Sir Albert Rollit (ex-president of the associa- 
tion), in supporting the report, drew attention to that portion of it 
which recorded the active policy of the association in favour of extend- 
ing and improving the jurisdiction and procedure of the county courts. 
The association had, he said, together with the Law Society, very 
materially helped him to pass through Parliament his County Courts 
Act, 1903. That Act had doubled the jurisdiction by extending it to 
£100, an advance which they did not intend to eurrender or to be 
deprived of directly or indirectly, and any Bill or clause which 
attempted this would become an opposed one. But the Lord Chan- 
cellor had just introduced a County Courts Bill, which was a further 
justification of the policy of the association, since it advanced still 
further by giving those courts unlimited jurisdiction subject to a right 
of removal to the High Court, where the sum involved was more than 
£100. This reversal of the present law, which required the written 
consent of both parties to the commencement of proceedings in the 
county court where it had not statutory jurisdiction, would work a 
great change and far greater scope, for which he had always con- 
tended, to solicitors in Kasey commercial cases and in advocacy. The 
Bill also extended the jurisdiction in Probate and Lunacy matters, and 
Gave greater jurisdiction to the registrars. It aleo proposed to effect 
several improvements in the practice and procedure of the courts, some 
of which were in his Bill of 1903, but which he jettisoned in order not 
to jeopardise the Bill and to secure the extension of the jurisdiction, 
which was the main objection, so as to prevent any turning back. 
- . . Unfortunately, there was no statutory reduction of the court 
fees, which were comparatively very excessive, and in some cases 


| Orient 








deterrent, if not prohibitive. Here, then, on the line long advocated 
by them in the association, were materials for many and great reforms, 
and though certain clauses as to special sittings, additional courte, costs 
in the High Court and in the county courts would require careful 
consideration and perhaps much amendment, his first reading of the 
Bill commended it, in his opinion, to the best and most favourable * 
consideration of this and kindred aseociations. 








A fifteen-day trip to Gibraltar and Marseilles is announced by the 
Line, leaving London 14th April, by their twin-screw ss. 
Orontes, 9,023 tons. After a stay of two days at Marseilles the 
passengers will join the company’s steamer Otranto, 12,124 tons, for 
Plymouth and London. 








Royar Navan Correce, Ossorne.—For information relating to the 
entry of Cadets, Parents and Guardians should write for ‘‘ How to 
Become a Naval Officer’’ (with an introduction by Admiral the Hon. 
Sir E. R. Fremantle, G.C.B., C.M.G.), containing an illustrated 
description of life at the Royal Naval Colleges at Osborne and Dart- 
Gieve, Matthews, & Seagrove, 65, South Molton-street, Brook- 
[ApvrT.] 


mouth. 
street, London, W. 





Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rora or Reorsreans 1x ATTENDANCE oO” 
Mr. Justice 





Euencexoy Aprprar Court Mr. Justice 

Date. Rota. No. 2. Jovor. Swiwrew Eapy. 
Monday, March 27 Mr Greewell Mr Goldschmidt Mr Borrer Mr Synge 
Tuesday —— Beal Greswell Leach Goldachmidt 
Wedreaday . 29 Borrer Beal Farmer Greswell 
Thursday ........ 30 Leach Borrer Bloxam Real 
TridAav ......-. Bt Farmer Leach Theed Borrer 
Yaturday, April 1 Bloxam Farmer Church Leach 

Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 

Date. Warainator. Nervit_e PARKER. Eve, 
Vorday, March 2? Mr Bloxam Mr Beal Mr Farmer Mr Church 
Tuesday oa Treed Borrer Bloxam Synge 
Wednesday... 29 Church Leach Theed Goldschmidt 
Thursday......... 30 Synge Farmer Church Greawell 
Pridav ...... ... 3t Goldschmidt Bloxam Synge Real 
Saturday, April 1 Greswell Theed Goldschmidt Borrer 


7 . 7 
Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette.—Faivay, March 17, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
Liurtep t= Omancery. 

Berrien Fire pro?y Parrtirioxs, Lrp—Petn for winding up, presented March 15, 
directed to be heard March 28, Johnetone, B«singhall st, solor for the petner. Notice 
of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon 
of March 27 

Bertran Tunestew Laur Co, Urp—Petn fr windi~g up, presented March 10, directed 
to be heard March 28. McKenna & Co, Basinghall at, solor for the petner. Notice 
of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’cloc« in the afternoon 
of March 27 

C, M. Sixtos, Ltp—Creditors are required, on or before April 10, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Walter Benj smin 
Wickham, 25, Meiroee st, Kingston upon Hull, liquidator 

Epwarp Broox, Lre—Creditors are required, on or before April 3, to send in their 
names and addresses, with particulars of their debte and claims, to James Standeven, 
6, St Mar\'s vate, Manchester, liquivat ir 

Improvep Barwtne Process, Lrv- Petn for winding up, presented March 11, directed 
to b+ heard Marci 28. Ball & Reofern. 10, Gray’s inn pl. solors for the petners, 
N tice of appearing must reach the above-named ut later than 6 o’clock in the after- 
no n of Mach 

Livssy & Co (Laverpoot), Lro—Petn for winding up, presented March 9, directed to 
be heard March 3:1, at 10. D:vis & Co, Liverpool, aclora for the petner. Notice 
¢f »ppearng wust reach the above-namod not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon 
of March 30 

M. Eisew & Co, Lrp—Pertn for wind'ng up, presented March 23, directed to be heard 
March 28. Maron & Co, 32, Gresham st, solors for the petners. Notice of appesring 
muat reach the ahove nam d not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of March 27 

New Brace Liow Berwasy (o, Lrp Creditors «re required, on or before April 29, to 
send ther names and acdrewer, and tre particolars of their debts or claims, to 
Thomas Provan McNaught, 57 and 58, Leadenhall st. Kerly & Son, Austin friars 
solors to the liquidator 

New Porttayp Quseeies Co, Lro.—Creditors are required forthwith to send their 
names and acdresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Gec 
Reginald Helmore, Jessel chmbrs, 88, Chancery In. Bowen & Symes, Weymouth, 
solors for the liquidator 

Re-uwionw Menegaea. Lrp—Petn for windi-g up, presented March 13, directed to be 
beard March 28. Douglas & Bolton, Old Jewry chambers, solors for the petners. 
Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the after- 
noon of March 37 

London Gazette.—TUESDAY, March 21, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lrurrep tw Cmamwozry. 

Easrenw Devetoruents, Ltp—Creditors are reqaired, on or before April 15, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debte or claims, to Thomas 
Marson Till, 8, Ola Jewry, \iqnidat-r 

8. M. axp P R. ®ywproate, Lap (1w Votvwtary Ligurpitiox) Creditors are required 
on or before May 10, tw sena their names and addre-ses,' aod the particulazs of 
their debts or claima, to Ernest J. R. Dodd, 36, New Br st, liquidator 

Wesrzew Pergo:.20m Co, Leap (1s Votuytary Ligorpatiox) - Cred tors are eae, 
on or before A %, to their names and resses, and the particulars o 

their debts or s, to Libnel Maltby, 5, London Wall bidgs, liquidator 








THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & 





WEEKLY REPORTER. March 25, 1911. 








The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales. 
Mar. 20.—Mr. Joszra Srowsze, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Ground-rents and Free | 
hold Shops and Houses (see advertisement, page iv, Mar 18). 
Mar. 20.—Messrs. Drzx, Sow & Hitros, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Investments 
(see advertisement, page iv, Mar 18). 
Mar. 30.—Messrr. Hovoeon & Co, at 115, Chancery-lane, at 1: Law,Books (see adver- 
tisement, page v, th‘s week). 
Mar. 30.—Mosere. J. A. & W. Tuanr, at the Mart, at Bs Business Premises, Freehold 
Gr vund-rents, &c. (see otvertinenem, ee v, this wee 
Mar. 31.—Mesesrs. Beorogp & Co, at Mart, at 2: Freehold and Leasehold Invest- 
ments (see advertisement, page iv, Mar. 18). 
April 3.—Mesers. Tvcxetr & Sos, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Residence (see adver- 
tisement, page iv, Mar. 18). 
A ae 4.—-Mesere, Desewnamu, Tewsor, ean & Oo., at the Mart, at 2: Free- 
(see advertisement. page v, Mar. 11). 
+r et 4.—Mr, Casatas Mcsxartr, at the Mart, at 1: Absolute Reversion and Lease- 
nad ¥ be (see advertisement, page v, this week). 
—Mesers. Weatueestt & Geuex, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Ground-rents 
e+ eiversement, v, thie week). 
A — Messrs. Danisu Surru, Som & Gapeae, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Baild- 
ap 4 (eee advertisement, page vi, Mar. 11). 
5.—Mesars. Eowis Fox, Boverratp, Burwetrs & Bappsuey, at the Mart : 
Mo - Building, Freehold Building Estats, and Business Premises (see advertisement, 
. 11, page iv, Mar. 18, and page v, thi« >. 
April "6. —Mesers. Faawx Joucy & James, at the Mart, at 1: Freehold Shop Property 
and Residence (see advertisement, page v, this week). 
April 6.—Mesere. Stimson & Soms,at the Mart: Freehold Groun-rente (see adver- 
tisement, page v, this week). 








Creditors’ Notices. | 
Under Estates.in Chancery. 


Last Day ov Cram. 
London Gasette,—Faipay, March 10, 
Lesaca, Baveos, Gt Yarmouth, Merchant April 8 Leach v Leach, Warrington, J 
Brandon, Es:ex et, Strand 
London Gasette.—Tonsvay, March 14. 
Avoocx, Exrzapern, Chingford, Basex April 14 Moll v Alcock, Warrington, J 
Stokes, Gt 8t Helen's 


Wourr, Bex Janu Jounx, Teddington April7 — and Another vy Wolff, Swinfen | 
Eady, J Brighten & Lemon, Cratched F 





Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Dar or Cram. 

London Gazette,—Faipay, Mar. 17. 
AINSLEY, Mary LILY, South Shields May 18° Reynoldson, South Shields 
Berry, SARAH MARIA, Bournemouth May 1 Aston, Edgware rd, Hyde Park 
Biount, Henry, East Grinstevd April 15 Slaughter & Colegrave, Arundel st 
BULLINGHAM, JOSEPH GOULD, Shinflield, Farmer April 29 Brain & Brain, Reading 
Carper, EMMA, Milton rd, Mill Hill Aprii23 Bask & Co, Lincoln's inn fields 
CHATFIELD, LucY, Preston April 22 Nye & Clewer, Brighton 
CHRISTIB, MARY HELEN, Windlesham, Surrey April 24 Austin & Austin, Clement's inn 
CoaTEs, MATTHEW, Dawlish, Devon, MD Aoril 29 Lingard & Leach, Fin-bury circus 
CODLING, JoHN, Folkestone, Lodging House Keeper March $1. Blake, Folkestone | 
Cooper, HENRY, Nottingham, Plumber May1l Ford, Nottingham 
CUNNINGHAM, ALEXANDER CRAWFORD, Luton, Beds April 16 Neve & Co, Luton 
neta ‘oad ALFRED KniGnT, Riseley, Beds April 12 Davidson, Olive rd, Crickle- 


Epor, Groros, Brallsford, Derby April22 J & W H Sale & Son, Derby 

ELLIFY, 1 yams Westcliff, Southend on Bea April 1 Jefferies & Bygott, Southend 
on Sea 

FoORESTIER-WALKER, Gen Sir FREDERICKR WILLIAM EDWARD F )RESTIER, GCMG, KCB, 
Bryanston st April30 Minet & Co, St Helen's pl 

Foster, RICHARD, Chislehurst, Kent May 1 Nelson & Co, Cannon st 

GARDINER, CLARA JANE, Cambridge Jane 14 Chesterman & Sons, Bath 

GARRATT, SAMURL, Eastbourne April 15 Chamberlain & Johnson, Liandudno 

GAZARD, ANNIB HALL, Gloucester April 18 Bretherton & Son, Gloucester 

Geonce, WILLIAM, Sunderland, Consulting Engineer April 28 Carr & Co, Rood In 

GorTON, GEORGE, Leyton, Essex, Chemist April 16 Metcalfe, Minories 

Greoorr, MARY, Matlock, Derb Aprills HMeény & Heny, Matlock 

GRIFFIN, JAMES, Bruern, Oxte , Farmer May 4 Wilkins & Toy, Chipping Norton 

GRIFFITHS, CHARLES Matson, Moseley, Worcester May 1 & W H Green, 


Birmin, 

HALL, WILLIAM DANIRL, Southsea, Accountant April 15 Way, Southsea 

wean, WILLIAM JOHN ALBERT SQuire, —— Randolph cres, Maida Vale, Railway 
Superintendent Aprill4 Hellyar, Bristo 


JAMES, tae J HEATHOOTE, Cornhill, Notary Pebite April18 Thompson & Co, Carey st, 
n's inn 

o—_, FANNY MARIA, Pangbourne, Berks May 1 Lawrence & Co, New sq, 
Lincoln's inn 


Kuen, Rooms J JaMus, Newnham, Gloucester, JP April 18 Metcalfe & Co, New sq, 
sinn 


Martruew, Emma, Southampton May1 Coxwell & Pope, Southanipton 

MICHELL, SopuHta, Forcett Park, York March 31 Watson & Co, Barnard Castle 

Mvrpny, James, Manchester, Green-rocer April 20 Hal! & Co. oe 

Norris, SAMUEL, Hawaii, USA, Farmer April15 Herrin & Co, 

PERCEVAL, MARGARET AMELIA, Hove, Sussex March 25 Orgiil, Norfolk “¥ 

PLATT, MARTHA ANN, Reading April 18 Drake, Chelmsford 

PocH'N, ISABELLA, South April 25 Lawson & Co, Manchester 

Pratr, JosEPH BisHoP, Brenchley, Kent, Art Engraver April 18 Carter, Cheapside 

eee - ~~ ye CHARLES WILLIAM, Herne, Kent JP May 1 Burgoynes & Co, 
Ox st 

PRIESTLEY, ELIZABETH, Sowerby, YOrk April18 Hirst & Whitley, Halifax 

ROBERTS, MOSES, Capel Garwen, Denbighshire April 10 Jones, Kangor 

Rostnson, Sir JAMES CLIFTON, Charing Cross, JP April 29 Stanley & Co, Pristo! 

on Y — CATHERINE, Kisheneff, Bessarabia, Russia April 29 Carr & Co, 

‘gh Hol a 

ROYLE, ELIZABETH, Waterloo, Laneaster April 15 Duncan & Co, Liverpool 

SCHOFIELD, CHARLES, Royton A 12 Watson, Shaw, Lanes 

—— THOMAS SAMUEL, Totton, Hants, Manager of Works May 3 Jupp, 

ime st 

STEVENS, AMELIA, Taunton April 15 Poole. Taunton 

STAICKLAND, MARY ANN, Enfield Highway April19 Vanderpump, Enfield Town 

TOWNDROW, CATHERINE, Ashover, Derby May 6 Heny, 

Voet, ADOLF, Thornlaw rd, West Norwood, Engineer April 17 Allen & Co, East- 
chey 

WHATELY, ARTHUR Pepys, MA, Barrister, Southwick cres, Hyde Park Aprili9 Rooper 
& Whately, Lincoin’s inn fields 

WILKINS, OLIVER, Trowbridge, Wilts, Confectioner March 31 Mann & Co, Trow- 
bridge 

WROUGHTON, ParLip, Woolley Park, Berks Aprill4 Keary & Ce, Chippenham 

Wyss, Hon SyBit ANNA KATHERINE, Boulogne sur Mer April 21 Kendall & Co, 
Carey st Lincoln's Inn 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Mar. 21. 


AUSTIN, SAMUEL, Spratton, Northampton April15 Hensman & Co, Northampton 

—_ Sa OLIVER, Sefton Park, Liverpool April 30 Bird & Eldridges, Great 
ames st 

Bonp, JOSEPH, Preston, Medical Practitioner March 31 Oakey, Preston 

BRITTEN, PENELOPE ANNE, Mesneld. | — Roly Godfree & Godfree, Brighton 


BROUGH, MARTHA, Waverbridge, nr W — b, Crerar & Mason, Workington 
CHALMERS, WILLIAM, Newcastle upon . Engine Fitter April 17 Clark, Newca stle 
upon Tyne 


CHAMBERLAIN, WILLIAM, Peckham Rye April 30 Wood & Wootton, Fish st hill 
DELL, Rev ROBERT, Parkstone, Dorset April 25 Daman, W allingford, Berks 
DICKINSON, RICHARD, John st, Adelphi April1i2 De Buriatte & Bowen? Ely pl 


Epwakps, JouN, Chorlton cum Hardy, nr Manchester April 5 Grundy & Co, Man- 
chester 
EDWARDS, a FREDERICK, Upper st, Islington April25 Foulger & Co, Hare ct, 


fem 

ELD, HELEN. Dudley Aprill Stanier & Co, Dudley 

ForRER, Hixey EDWARD, Liverpool, Cotton Merchant April 27 Layton & (o, 
Liverpoo 

FOWLE, HANNAH, Herne Bay, Kent April22 W ponte & Gardner, Folkestone 

Greet, WILLIAM AMBROSE, Highgaterd May 1 In 

HADDOW, MaRGARET, Carlisle April 16 Halton & 7 n, Carlisle 

HARTLEY, THOMAS BATTERSBY, Hale, Chester Maylt R& Ww Page, Manchester 

HASELHURST, PERCY GREENE, Newcastle upon Tyne, Electrical Engineer April 3) 
Denison & Slater, Newcastle vpon Tyne 

HEWITT, ALFRED LEONARD, Wraysbury, Buxks April 22 Jones, Grove Park, Kent 

HOLT, ANNE ELIZABETH, Hyde Park pl April 30 Bird & Eldridges Great James st 

Howarp, THOMAS, Kirkby, Lancaster, Farmer +7" 25 Bn Prescot 

LEAKE Kats, E!met, York April 21 Atkinson & Sons, Doncaster 

LILLEY, WILLIAM, Poole, Dorset, Science and Art Master April 25 Leigh & Co, Man- 
chester 

MARSHALL, FREDERICK, Liverpool April 21 Newman & Co, Liverpool 

MARTIN, SARAH ELIZABETH, Anerley April 15 Eves, Mark In 

MINTA, MARY ANN, Spalding, Linco'n April 30 Moseop & Mossop, Holbeach 

Moysey, THOMAS, Glynfield rd, Harlesden April 18 Walker, Watling st 

NICHOLS, Joun, Farnham, Surrey April 15 Hollest & Co, Farn 

NICHOLSON, ANN, Castle st East, Oxford st April19 Rooper & Whately, Lincoln's ina 
fields 

PIERPOINT, AMY CONSTANCE, Warrington April 10 apes & Co, Warrington 

RA®, HELEN, Carlisle April 16 Halton & Hodgson, Carlis! 

—, ——— West Ham, Essex, Tailor April 17 Rubinstein & Co, Raymond bidgs, 


ys inn 
oume, WiLL 1AM, Newborough, Stafford, Farmer April 20 Richardson, Burton on Trent 
—— . Huan, Ashton under Lyne, Cutler ay 1 Whitworth, Ashton under 


Teounden, SARAH, Leavesden, Hertford April 22 Sedgwick & Co, Watford 
THRELFELL, WILLIAM, Crosscanonby, Cumberland, Farmer May8 Crerar & Mason, 


Workin, ngton 

TOCKER, WALTER JAMES, Seaton, Devon, Solicitor April 18 Tucker & Forward, 
Chard 

WAINEWRIGHT, BenJAMIN, Park st F.R.C.8. May 1 Pennington & Son, Livcolos 


inn 8 

Watson, THOMAS, West Worthing April19 Harker & Son, Brighton 

Werestor, WILLIAM JoserH,Ipswich April15 Kersey, lnswich 

WICKHAM, ELIZABETH, Newington next Sittingbourne, Kent April 29 Winch & Co, 
Sittingbourne 


| WoopaLl, Mary ANN, Pensnett, nr Dudley May 6 Shorthouse & Co, Birmingham 








Sraiee, Wituiam, 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


et Marl4 Ord Mar 14 | 
Fann, Eaxest Atsert, Nuneaton, Greengrocer’s Assistant | —_ Epvear Joux, Southville. 


Suffolk, Farmer Ipswich | Messexoen, Atstat Davin, Dias, Norfolk, Pork Butcher 
I Pet Mar 14 —_ Mar 14 
, Bristol, Grocer Bristol 


et Mar 15 Pet Mar 15 


Pet Mar 13 Ord Mar 13 
London Gasette.—Faivay, Mar. 11. Gress, Hany, Leamington, Fruiterer * Warwick Pet Mar Gin Faeperice Heepert Faaxx wedhary, Wilts, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. e 13 Ly - Mar 13 2 - » ~~~ wg § Pet Mar 4 Ord Mar 1 . ati aie 
. ‘ vaxey, Joszrn Epocanr, Loose, Kent, M pened, Manu- ABKE: Aeizs, Barton on Trent, Grocer Burton 
Astiey, Cuasies M, Piccadilly High Court Pet Jan 13 facturer Maidstone’ Pet Mar 13 "Oed Mar 1 Trent Pet Mar 15 Ord Mar 15 
Ord Mar 14 Hawxswortn, Anx, Leeds, Coke Merchant Pet | Pasxtx, James, Dukinfield, Grocer Ashton 
Pet Mar 14 Ord 14 under L Pet Mar 14° Ord Mar 14 


Bacxsnact, Leuvet, Newhaven, Surveyor Le 
Mar 18 Crd Mar 13 = “age 


Horcutxsos, Jon» Rw 
Bartrr, Atrazp, Huntingdon, Draper Peterborough Pet icoster 
Mar Ord Mar 13 - % ao + 


Jauns, 7 taseme, 


Baoapr, Liruaw, Sheffield, Painter Sheffield Pet Mar 14 Mar 14 Ord 
equ Onan Dans, Brighton, Baker Brighton Pet Jonas Rowan, — 
Mar 14 Ord Mar 14 ’ 


Crossry, Baraion Caledonian rf Horse Dealer 
- ee Count x Pet Mar 14 Ora Mae ta 
1LL14M Hewry, Smallwood, nr Sandbach, Chester, 
Macclesfield 


Pet Mar 11 Mar 
Daxwis, Witt1am, ret one as 
York 


Mar 18 
Maaqverti, Nooert Tatsot, 


Bickerton, nr Wetherby, Farm 

Re ae Mar 1 Ord _ 4 
sTox, Mrowast PA age theea, t 
Portamouth Pet Mar 16 Ord cee wr 


Foreman | Marsuaut, Joser 


Court 


Mazavz, Faaxcis, Langport, 
Pet Mar 15 Ord Mar 15 








Beary Kent, Pork Butcher Canterbury | Sutra, 


cate, Se gl Laan, Newcastle u 
ewcastle upon Tyne 
rey Pet Feb9 Pet Mar 10 


a, High st, Pec’ 
Pet Mar 13 Ord’ Mar 13 
Bomerset, Merchant Yeovil | Taytor, Shesd Bee Mor ik Chester, Commercial Clerk 
Birkenhead Ord Mar 15 


Rags, Jonw Hay, Glynneath, Glam, Mason Neath 
and Aberavon pe Se 30 Ord Mar 14 
Froresce, Retailer Gloucester 
Pet Mar 13 “ora i Mar 1 . 
| Strativo, Peres, N orth Masten, Guasex, Farmer Brighton 
«| Pet Mar 13 Ord Mar 13 
0 Park rd, Forest Gate, 
Pat Feb 15 rOrd | aahy — y Tpecemen, Cree pton  & a P bmgy 
_Sromm, Atanas, Senford, Beer Retalet Lewes Pet Mar 
Kingston, Sur- | Ord Mar 


kham, Tobacconist High Sa Epwis Dees Great ym Butcher Great 
Yarmouth Pet Mar 15 Ord Mar 15 


w Leicester, Grocer 


Bangor Pet Mar 13 Ord 
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BRITANNIC ASSURANCE COMPANY, LIMITED. 


ESTABLISHED 1866. 


Chief Offices: BROAD STREET CORNER, BIRMINGHAM. 





Extracts from the DIRECTORS’ REPORT for the Year ending December 31st, 1910. 





The Directors, in presenting the Statement of Accounts for the Year ending 3lst December, 1910, announce the Largest Addition 
ever made to the Company's Funds. 


PREMIUM INCOME.—The Premium Income in respect of Life Assarance amounted to £1,186,178. 


TOTAL INCOME.—The Groes Ineome from all sources amounted to £1,298,340. 
ACCUMULATED FUNDS.—The Accumulated Funds, inclusive of Capital paid up, now amount to £2,669,887, being an Increase for the year of £259,€39. 
—The Claims paid during the year amounted to £596,634, and included rody 61,532, paid under Maturing Endowment and Endowment Assurance Policies. 
0 &7 


PAID. 
The Total Claims paid by the Company up to the 3ist D 
ORDINARY BRANCH.—The Premium Income for the year amounted to £223, ose. The Claims paid in this Branch during the 


572,458. 





per, 1910, 


The Total Premium Income amounted to £1,192,117. 


year amounted to £106,178. 


INDUSTRIAL BRANCH.—The Premium Income for the year amounted to £962,642. The Claims paid during the year in this Branch amounted to £488,896. 


ANNUAL VALUATION. 


f Co Policy Liabilities has been made by the Consulting Actuary, 
Tae duenue have apsin qoamech “J Bonus of 30/- er cent. for the year to all participating Policy-holders in the 


The Directors have again declared a 


and made adequate provision for the Policy. -holders in tue Accumulated Profit Classes. 


J. A. JEFFERSON, F.1.A., Secretary. 


Mr. Thomas G. Ackland, F.I.A., who reports a = surplus of £75,918. 


mmediate Profit Classes, 


FREDEK. T. JEFFERSON, Chairman, 








Tuomas, Groner Farperice Pictos, Kingston = Hull 
upon Hull Pet Marl4 Ord Mar 1 
Tuorne, ee my New Milton, Hants, tt Sou'h 
ampton et Mar 13 Ord Mar 13 
Wairs, eee Moorgate st, Stock Dealer High Court 
Pet Feb 4 Ord Mar 2 


Witxers, J and A, Leeds, Draper Leeds Pet Feb 13 Ord 
Mar 15 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


— Percy, Cambridge, Cycle Dealer Mar 25 at 12.30 
Ree, 5, Petty Cane Cambridge 
aan Groroe Caaaes, Potton, Beds, Market Gardener | 
Mar 28 at3 The Red Lion Hotel, Bedford 
AsTiay, Cuanies M, Piccadilly Mar ‘Batll Bankruptcy 
bidgs, Car 


ey st 

Bucnsua.., Lemug., Newhaven, Surveyor oe 29 at 11.30 
Off Rec, No 12a, Marlborough pl, Brighto 

SEAUMONT, Witiiam Tyaerext, sen, and andi TyYgre.t 
Beaumont, jun, Harwich, Mar 28 at 2 
Off Rec, 37, Princes st, Ipswich 

Busurop, Jauns, Piddlehinjon, nr Dorchester, Carpenter 
Mar 2 at 12.15 Off Kec, Uity chmbrs, Catherine st, 


Cuaruan, Erustszat Hestor, Armley, Leeds, Currier 
Mar #1 at Room No 53, Seahorses, Covey & 
Cuvscuwarp, Faepraick, Daccombe, Kingskerswell, 
Devon, Farmer Mar 27 at 2.45 Off Rec, 9, Bedford 


mr) Cuasies Dansy, Brighton, Baker Mar 29 at 11 
ff Reo, 12a, Marlborough pl, Brighton 
eon Percy Scu.umpr, Southsea, Hants Mar 28 at 3 
Off Rec, Cambridge junc, H. whee ag pao 
Cornx, Groner Eanzst, Great 


G 
at1115 Off Ree, Station rd, a Fn 
Crosszy, Paraice, Caledonian rd, 


Farmer Mar 28 at lz Off Rec, 23, King Edward st, 


ld 
—— S Wun, Bickerton, nr ate: York, Farm 
Mar 29 at 3 Off Rec, ¢ Red ‘House, 
Dunsoabe pi, York 
Eveaitr, bin os Levington, Suffolk, Farmer Mar 28 at 
12.30 Off Rec, 36, Princes st, I 








Farr, Eanes A.sert, Nuneaton, Gre “4 Assistant 
27 at 11 Off Ree, 8, 5 st, Coventr 

Gises, Haary, Leamington, Fruiterer Mar hh at 11.30 
Rec, 8, High st, Coventry 


me Jonx Wi.iian, — Sates Mar 27 at 12 30 | 
Court House, use st, Burnley } 

Gitsy, Frayx Epxvuyp, Kendal, 8 Wholesale Fruiterer Mar 
= Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow wie) 


Gazay, Janes, Crewton, Sake, Somntes so Agent Mae 
. weep Off Ree, 5, Victoria bldes. ndon rd, | 
er 
Guansr, Joseru Evear, Loose, Kent, Millboard Manufac- | | 
turer Mar 29atil 9, King st, Maidstone 
Hawxswortn, Any, Leede, Coke Merchant Mar 27 at 11 | 
24, Bond st, L-eds 


H - J Bet igston, rocer 

otcatnsox, Jons Heway, Wi Leicester, G 
Mar 25 at12 Off Rec, 1, Berridge 

J — Groras, Ash, Kent, Market Gardener Mar 25 at 

Off Hec, 684, Castle st, Canterbury 

Sean _ ah and Faayx Lean, Newcastle upon Tyne, 
s, Janne, aod Mar 25 at il Off Ree, 30, Mosley st, 
J ey upon 


Lowspas, Wii.tam Farpericx Lowspes Fairn, Chesham, | 
ucks Marv7at3 Bankru bidgs, at 
Tobacconist _ 


MaRsHALL, is High vides 
week A, Abert Davin, Diss, F Wortolk. Por! 


| 


Rurtch. 


Srintixo, Perzr, North Marden, Sussex, Farmer Mar 27 , —* Fuiorexce, Gl 


at 12 Dolphin Hotel, ag 2 | 

Sronz, Acsert, Seaford, Beer Retailer Mar 29 
atl2 Off Rec, 12a, Miatborough 0 brighton 

Stoneman, Ricaagp, Rackenford, Devon, Farmer Mar 25 
at 12 Off Rec, 9, Bedford circus, Exeter 

Tuomas, Evan, Geinws, Macny alleth, Montgomery 
Mar 28ati2 Off Rec, Ruskin hn 191, Corp jou 
st, Birmingham 

Tuomas, Georor Farpertcx Picrox, Kingston upon Hull, 
| ad. & ¥8 at 11.30 Off Rec, York City Bank chmbrs, 

, Hull 

Taorxe, heey New Milton, Hants, Fishmonger Mar 
29 at 11 Off Rec, Midland Bank chmbrs, High st, 
Seuthampton 

Tvssy, Ropeat, Gt Yarmouth Mar 25 at 12.30 Off Reo, 

8, King st, N Norwich 

Warne, Heaseet Witviam, Shi n on Stour, Worcester, 
Grocer Mar 25 at 12 1, St Aldate’s, Oxford 

Woopmas, Mary, Workington, C: ‘ostumier Mar 27 at 245 
Court House, Cockermouth 

ZORBILLA, Fauirer, Manchester, Shipping Agent Mar 28 
atll Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Apret, Montacuse Ju civs, ———. rd, King's Cross 
High Court Pet Jan 31 Mar 

sy Lemvut., oo 
Maris Ora Marl 





Raines Lewes Pet 


| 


| 


| Sr Joux, Louis tt Upto 





Bows, posse. a, Despmeatth Grocer Poole Pet 
Feb Ord Mar 15 

Broapy, a Sheffield, Painter Sheffield Pet Mor 14 | 
Ord Mar 14 


Cranks, CHargLes pees, Brighton, Baker Brighton | 
Pet Marl4 Ord Mar | 

Cues, Paraick, Caledonian rd, vo Horse Dealer 
High Court Pet Marl4 Ord Mar 1 

Davek Witu1aM Hexry, Smallwood, ar Sandba h, Farmer 
Macclesfield Pet Mar 11 Ord Mar 11 

Ds Beawicey, Baron ALexayper Gavagt, Hendon Barnet 
Pet Feb 1 Ord Mar iv 

Dexwis, Witttam, West Marton, Yorks, Farm Foreman 
York Pet Mari4 Ord Mar 14 

Dureast, Hasoip Seavervs, las st, Strand, Adver- 
tisement Contractor Court Pet Jan'10 Ord 


Mar 14 

Eastos, a Vixscent, Southsea, Hants, Commission 
Agent ee | Pet Mar 15 Ord Mar 15 

Errcyes, bt B lege pl, Camden Town, Jeweller 
Hi ‘et Feb 16 Ord Mar 13 

Eveairt, Wittiam, hacingien, Suffolk, Farmer Ipswich 
~y ——++4 Ord Mar ten 

Fara, Exnzst Acsert, Nuneaton, Greengrocer’s Assistant 
Coventry Pet Mar13 Ord Mar 13 

Denssuas, Juutax Laxouze, London Wall bidgs, Land 
Agent High Court Pet Dec2 Ord Mar 

om a Hanae , Fruiterer Warwick Pet Mar 


miaenaenll Axx, Leeds Leeds Pet Mar 14 Ord Mar 
14 

Horcarssox, Joux Hevyayr, iste, Leicester, Grocer 
Leicester Feb 28 


Ord M 
Jamuer, Atyaep, Sturry, =) Pork Bateher Canterbury 
Pet Mar 14 Ord Mar 1 
Jongs, Epwarp, Liseduda __— Bangor Pet Mar 13 
Urd Mar 13 


Marquerti, Nuoewr Tavror, eltington 
Surrey Pet Feb 9 Ord Mar 12 
Marsuaut, Joszra, High st, am Tobacconist High 
Court Pet Mari3 Ord Mar 1 
Merchant Yeovil 


Kingston, 


Means, Francis, 
Pet Mar 16 Ord Mar 15 


| Maa ome Row .ayp, Margaret st, cr st, Solicitor | 


Court Pet Nov18 Ord Mar 
Avperat Davin, Diss, Norfolk, Pork Butcher 





Mar 2% ati Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

April llat10 Off Rec, 36, Princes st, Ipswich 
Murpp.etox, B. H. Plymouth, Commercial Traveller Mar 28 | 

at 3.30 7, Buckland ter, Plymouth 
Repstoxs, ALseat spe. Wroxall, I of W, Baker 
‘a Mar 27 at 12 OF Kes, 68, High st, Newport, Lot W 

\CHARDSON, — Cat ee Manager Mar 27 at 

12,15 Coun’ House, Banknouse st, Burnley 
culsnmms, tas Mane, Nel 

Dealer 


Preston 
Surrn, Fronewce, Gloucester Mar % at 12 Off 
Station rd, Gioucester an 


Ni M 1 
Mane, Nelson, Lance, Mosical Instrument | 


Ipswich Pet Maris Ord Marl 

Moaeay, Evear Josy, Bristol, hd Bristol Pet Mar 
15 Ord Mar 15 

| Memson, Wittiam, Failsworth, Lancaster, Builder Old- 
ham Pet Feb 22 Ord Mar 14 

| Onam, Faepenicx Herseat Faanx, Westbury, Wilts, But- 
cher Frome Pet Mar 14 Ord Mar 4 

Parxer, Cuaeces, Burton on Trent, Grocer Burton on 

P. J ~~ ARE “ida Cheshi G Ash 

ARKIN, Jauns, ire, Grocer ton 

under Lyne’ Pet tg ry 14 Ord Mar 14 

a, Joux Hay, Gi , Glam, Colliery Mason Neath 

et Mar 14 Mar l4 





~" al t 





Pet Mar 13 
d Mar 13 
Sriacine, Peres, North Marden, Sussex, Farmer Brighton 
Pet Mar}3 Ord Mar 13 
m Park rd, Forest Gate, 





Auctioueer Hastio, re Mar 14 Ord Mar 14 
Sronz, Avseat, Seaf: Sussex, Beer R Lewes 
Pet Mar 13 Ord Mar 13 
Swayx, Eewtm Martocuert, Great Yarmouth, Butcher 
Great Yarmouth Pet Mar 15 Ord Mar 15 
Tayvorn, WALTE yoy Chester, Commercial Clerk 
Birkenhead Pet Mar 16° Ord Mar 15 
Tuomas, Groner ath Picrox, ton upon Hull 
Ki upon Hull Pet Mar “ Mar l4 
Tuoane, Wester, New Milton, Hants, bs ahd Bouth- 
ampton Pet Mar 13 Mar 13 
Tossy, Ropzrt, Great Yarmouth Great Yarmouth Pet 
Mar10 Ord Mar 13 
ZosgRi.ia, Yi y , Shipping Agent Liiver- 
pool Pet Jan 19 Ord Mar oT 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
Tayvor, Cecit Huen, Pontefract, York Wakefield Adjud 
July 26,1910 Annul Mar 13, 1911 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED, RECEIVING ORDER 
RESCINDED AND PETITION DISMISSED. 
Farquaasr, Cue Eowarsp Townsexp, Mortimer st, 
Kegent st h Court Pet Mar 6,1903 Ree Ord 
Mar 6, 1903 5 jud Mar 6, 1903 Resc, Annul and Dis 
Mar 3, 1911 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Mar. 21. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
BiGes, ARTHUR FREDERIOK, Ryde, I of if pononee New 
portand Ryde Pet Maril7 Ord Mar 
BUDD, WILLIAM CHARLES, Catford, ‘Kent, Jobmaster 
Greenwich Pet Mar 17 Ord Mar 1 
CHAPMAN, ALLAN, Nottingham, oo Derby Pet Mar 
16 Ord Mar 16 
COPLAND, CHARLES WILLIAM, South Woodford, Essex, 
Commercial Traveller High Court Pet Mari6 Ord 
Mar 1€ 
CUsWORTH, ALBERT, Doncaster, Slater Sheffield Pet Mar 
16 Ord Mar 16 
Dovenass, WILLIAM, Normanby, York, Builder Middles- 
brough Pet Mar 3 Ord Mar 16 
DowNIne, JAMES, & Co, Chesterton, Stafford, Brick 
Manufacturers Hanley Pet Feb 28 Ord Mar 16 
EMMITT, WALTER, Great Grimsby, Skipper Great Grims- 
by Pet Mari4 Ord Mar lé 
FBEER, JOHN, Eaton ter, Eaton sq, Lodging house Keeper 
High Court Pet Mari7 Ord Mar 17 
GisBINS, THOMAS, H st, Shadwell, Licensed Victualler 
h Court Pet Feb 2i Ord Mar 17 
GILL, WILLIAM HEDLEY, Brattwa Fleming, Devon, Farmer 
Barustaple Pet Mar 17 Ord Mar 17 
GRAVEs, ARCHIBALD, Coa oe Draper North- 


ampton Pet Mar 13 Ord Mar 1 

HARE, Georoe DuvLey, Gray's inn pl, Solicitor High 
Court Pet Jan13 Ord 5 

Hien, CHARLES CHRISTM Norwich, Timber Carter 
Norwich Pet Mari? ord Mar 

HorLaAND, GrorGE, Great Grimsby, Fish Merchant Great 
Grimsby Pet Mari6 Ord Mar 16 

JusTESEN, JULIUS, Harpurhey, Manchester, Wholesale 
Provision Merchant Manchester fet Feb v3 Ord 
Mar 17 

Lister, Gzorok, and Tom Lister, Manchester, Trade 
Lithographers Manchester Pet Mar 16 Ord Mar 16 

McCARTHY, DANIEL, Great Yarmouth Fruiterer Great 
Yarmouth Pet Maris Ord Mar 18 

MAIR, JAMES Cops, Leaveland, nr Faversham, Kent, 
Farmer Canterbury Pet Mari7 Ord Mar 17 

MARSLAND, JosErH, Leeds, Oil broker Leeds Pet Mar 18 
Ord Mar 18 

MERCER, WALTER, > 4 Brentford, Grocer Brentford 
Pet Fed2i Ord 

NICHOLLS, HAROLD ERNesr, Knutsford, a Butcher 
Mauchester Pet Marié Ord Mar 16 

NInD, THOMAS WILLIAM, Walsall, Spring Bar Maker 
Walsall Pet Maris Ord Mar 15 

PARKER, EDMUND, Leeds Leeds Pet Mar 16 Ord Marié 

Perry, ARTHUK BURNARD, Kingswood, Gloucester 
Grocer Bristol Pet Marl5 Ord 

Paice, THOMAS JoHN, Treorchy, Glam, Collier Pontypridd 
Pet Mar 16 Ord Mar 16 
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RESs, CHARLES, Warrington, Lighting Specialist Warring | 


ton Pet Miri6 Ord Mar 16 

RICKARD, WILLIAM, Swanage, Dorset, Ironmonger Poole 
Pet Marié ord Mar 16 

Rosinsos, tom Newtos, Ashton 
Ashton under Lyne Pet Mar3 

RoGeRs 8, JOSHUA, Handfurth, Cheshire 
Mars Ord Mar 17 

SEVENOAKS, GEORGE, Tycanol, Lianvillo, Brecon, Farmer 
Merthyr Tydfil Pet Maris Ord Mar 18 

SHEARMAN JOHN EDGELL, Bishopsgate st Within, Solicitor 
High Court Pet Novi? Ord Mar 17 

STEAD, JAMES, Bishop's mans, Fulham High Court Pet 
Feb 17 Ord Mar 16 

TiLty, Joun, Winchester, 
Pet Mari Ord Mar 17 

TUCKER, ARTHUR, Oakham, Rutland 
Leicester Pet Mari? Ord Mar 17 

WALKER, HERBERT, Derby, Miller Derby 
Ord Mari7 

WEEKS, HENRY James, Ryde, lof W, Watchmaker 
port Pet Maris Ord Mar 18 

WILLIAM®,CHARLES THOMAS HENRY, Rockland Saint Peter, 
Norfolk, Farmer Norwich Pet Mar 18 Ord Mar 18 

WRIGHT, MARY ANG, Park st, Grosvenor sq, Lodging House 
Keeper High Court Pet Maris Ord Mar 18 


FIRST MEETINGS 

Bupp, WILLIAM CHARLES, Catlord, Kent, Jobmaster Mar 
20 at 11.50 18%, York rd, Westminster Bridge ra 

Cnivers, THOMAS, Radstock, Somerset, General Dealer 
Mar 29 at 11.30 Off Kec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

COYLAND, CHARLES WILLIAM, South Woodford, 
Commercial Traveller Mar 31 at 1 
bidgs, Carey st 

DEAN, WILLIAM GEORGE, Sheffield, Insurance Agent 
2vat 11.80 Off Kec, Figtree In, SheMeid 

DELL, JOHN SIMON, Amersham, Bucks, Farmer Mar 29 at 
iz 1,8t Aldate’s, Oxford 

RAS ton, MICHARL VINCENT, Southsea, Hants, Commission 
Agent Mar 30 at 3 Off Ree 

EmMMirT, WALTER, Ut Grimaby, Skipper 
Off Rec, St Mary's chmbrs, Gt Grimaby 

Freer, JouN, EKaton ter, Baton sq, Lodging Hous 
Keeper MarSiatll Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Gipsins, THOMAS, High st, Shadwell, Liceused V.ctuailer 
Marvz@ati Bank uptcy bidzs, Carey st 

HABQu0OD, JOHN WILLIAM, Stockport, Licensed V'ctualler 
Mar 81 at ll Off Rec, 6, Vernon st, Stockport 

HARE, ak DubLEY, Archway rd, Highgate, Solicitor 
Mar 29 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey at 

HELLIER, REGINALD WORFORD, Chipton, Littisham, Devon, 
Farmer Mar <¥atill.15 7, Buckland ter, Plymouth 

Hotmes, Jonn Burton, Coalviile, Leicester, Printer 
Mar 50at 11.30 Off Rec,5, Victuria bidgs, London rd 
Dore 

JAMES, ALPKED, Sturry, Kent, Pork Butcher Mar 20 at 
lu Off Rec, 684A, Castile st, Canterb ury 

Jessop, ARTHUR, Fishtoft, Lincs, Farmer 
Of Rec, 4 and 6, West st, Boston 

Jone’, EDWARD, Liandudno Mar 29 at 12 Crypt chmbra, 
Eastgate ruw, Caester 

KEELER, GEORGE DAvip Joun, Lydden, or Dover, Licensed 
Victuailer Mar 29 at 10.15 Off Rec, 68a, Castle st, 
Canterbury 

LisTeR, GRORGE 
Litnographers 
Manchester 

MORGAN, EvGaR JoHN, Southville, Bristol, Grocer 
2Watilz Off Reo, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

MURPHY, JAMES, Sheffield 
Rev, Figtree In, Sheffield 

NIND, }HOMAS WILLIAM, Walsall, Spring Bar Maker 
Wati2 Of Rec, Wolverhampton 

ORAM, FREDERICKR HERBERT FRANK, Westbury, Wilts, 
Butcher Mar 29 at 11.45 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, 
Bristol . 

PARKER, EDMUND, Leeds 
Bond at, Leeds 

PARKIN, JAMES, Stalybridge, ( heshire, Grocer 
4 Off Ree, Byrom st. Manchester 

Perrek, JoHN Henry, Thurnscoe, nr Retherham, York, 
Greengrocer Mar 29 at 12.30 Off Rec, Figtree In, 
ShefMfeld | 

RICHER GEOROR, HARRY RicHER, SARAH ELIZABETH 
SEWELL, and ALICR ANN RICHER, Stanground, Hunt- 
ingdon, Farmers Mar 29 ati2 Law Vourts, Peter- 
borough 


under Lyne, Clerk 


Ord Mar 17 
Stockport Pet 


Wine Merchant Winchester, 
Beerhouse Keeper 
Pet Mar 1 


New- 


EBesex, 
Bankruptcy 


Mar 


Mar 29 at 11 


April 6 at 2 


and T 
Mar 


m Lister, 
fv at 3.90) 


Manchester, Trade 
Off Rec, Byrom st, 
Mar 
on 


Traveller Mar 20 at 12 


Mar 


Mar 29 at 3.80 Off Rec, 2%, | 


Mar 22 at 








Solicitors’ Brief Bags 


FROM 7/6 Eacu. 
Mastrated List Free on application. 


PARTRIDGE & COOPER, Ltd., 


191 & 192, PLEET STREET, LONDON, B.C, 





RICHARD, WILLIAM, Swanage, Dorset, Ironmonger Mar 
Wat4 100, High at, Poole 

SHEARMAN, JoHN EDGELL, Anibesbury av Streatham, 
Solicitor Mar 30 at tl Baukraptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Sr Joun, Louis Faspericn, Hastings, Auctioneer Mar 
80 at 12 County Court Offices, 24, Cambridge rd, 
Hastings 

STEAD, JAMES, Bishop's mans, Fulham Mar 29 at 1 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

TAYLOR, WaLTER, Wallasey, Chester, Commercial Clerk 
Mar 2atli Off Rec, 35. Victoria st, Live 1 

TILLY, JOHN, Winchester, Wine Merchant ar 30 at 
11.30 Messrs Godwin & Co, 8t Thomas st, Winchester 


TUCKER, ARTHUR, (akham, Rut’and, Beerhouse Keeper | 


Mar 20 at3 Off Rec, 1, Berridge at, Leicester 

WHITE, FREDERICK, Moorgate st, Stock Dealer 
11 Bankruptcy bides, Carey st 

WILKS, JkastB, and ALBERT WILKS, Leeds, Drapers Mar 
29at3 Off Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

W k10HT, MARY ANN, Park st, Grosvenor sq, Lodging Houre 
Keeper Mar 30 ati2 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Amended Notice substituted for that published 

in the London Gazette of Mar 17; 
CONRAD, Percy ScHLUMP?, Southsea, Hants 





LONDON ACTRESS of estab- 

lished reputation, having acquired 
brilliant new Comedy by author of 
previous London success, seeks financial 
co-operation for West End _ preduction. 
Highest references given and required. 
Address, COMEDY, French, 
26, Southampton Street, Strand, W.C. 


c/o Samuel 








ORIENT 
CRUISE 


FOR 


W hitsuntide, 


To Spain, Morocco, Gibraltar, 
The Atlantic Islands @ Portugal, 
by ss. “OTRANTO;’ 

12,124 tons. 
From London, 27th May to 16th June. 
Cabins de Luxe, Single berth rooms. 
Wireless Telegraphy. 


20 Days for 18 Guineas 


and upwards. 











Managers—F. GREEN & Co., and ANDERSON, 
ANDERSON & Co. For passage apply to the 
latter firm, at 5, Fenchurch Avenue, E.C., or 
2%, Cockspur Street, S.W, 











Mar 29 at | 





SALE DAYS FOR THE YEAR 1911. 


AREB ELLIS, EGERTON, 
BREAOS, GALSWORTHY, & OO. 

beg to announce that the undermentioned dates have been 
fixed for their AUCTIONS of FREEHOLD, Copyhoid, 
and Leasehold ESTATES, Revs Shares, Life 
Interests, c., at the AUCTION MABT Tokenhouse. 
yard, E.C. 

Other appointments for intermediate Sales can also be 


Thureday, April 6 | Thursday, July 27 
Thursday, Apri) 20 Thursda 
Thursday, May 4 

Thureday, May 26 

Thoreday, June 8 

Tuesday, Jane 13 

Thursday, June 29 

Thursday, July 6 


Thureday, July 13 

A List of forthcoming Sales by Auction is published 
in the advertisement columns of “The Times” every 
8 


aturday. 

Mesers, Farebrother, Ellis, & Co. also issue on the ist 
of every Month a SCHEDULE OF PROPERTIES TO BE 
LET OR SOLD, comprising landed and residential 
estates, farms, da and houses, town and 
country buiiding land, City offices and warehouses, 

d-rente, and investments generally, which wiil be 
orwarded free of charge. A carefully revised reguscer of 
of requirements are 


are 
to time, Applications should be made at their Offices, 
No. 29, Fleet-etreet Tempie Bar, £.0. 


Messrs. HARRODS, Ltd., 


AUCTIONEERS, VALUERS, HOUSE 
AND ESTATE AGENTS. 


SALES by AUCTION of Landed Estates, Town and 
Country Residences, House and Shop y, Furnit 
Revers’ Interests, Life and other Stocks 
Shares, are held periodically at the MART, E.C., and in 
the Provinces. 

ESTATES MANAGED AND RENTS COLLECTED, 
SPECIALISTS IN ANTIQUB AND DECORATIVE 


PURNITURE, CHINA, AND OBJETS D’ART. 
Offices : BROMPTON ROAD, LONDON, S.W, 
London Estate.” Telephone 
3300 (60 lines), 

Messrs. HARRODS’ enormous clientéle among the 
moneyed classes of all countries often enables tnem to 
deal successfully with every class of property when other 
resources have failed 

AUCTION SALES. 


ESSRS, FIELD, SONS, & GLASIER’S 
and include every description 


AUCTIONS take place MONTHLY, at the MART, 
can be had on application at their Offices. Messrs. Field, 





Telegrams : “ Everything, 
Kensington 





of Property. Printed terms 


tion Claims. 


| Sons, & Glasier undertake Surveys of all kinds, and give 
and Com 


| Offices, 54, ee ee, 8.K., and 6, 





special attention to Rating Waterloo- 


place, Pall Mall, 





Telephone: 602 Holborn. 
EDE, SON AND RAVENSCROFT 


FOUNDED IN THE REIGN OF WILLIAM & MARY, 1689. 


ROBE COURT 
MAKERS. TAILORS. 


To H.M. THE KING & H.M. THE QUEEN. 





SOLICITORS’ GOWNS 


LBV6B SUITS IN CLOTH @ VELVET. 


| Wigs for Registrars, Town Clerks, & Coroners. 


| 


CORPORATION & UNIVERSITY GOWNS. 


93 & 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 





BRAND’S 
ESSENCE 


BEEF, 


ALSO OF 


CHICKEN, MUTTON, and VEAL, 


INVALIDS. 


Price Lists of lavalid Preparations free oa 


application to 
BERAMmD & OO., 1.7DTD., 


Mayfair Works, Vauxhall, 5.W. 





Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908. 


a Rie. es 


Every requisite under the Above Act supplied on the 
shortest notice. 


The BOOKS and FORMS kept in Stock for immediate use. 


SHARE CERTIFICATES, DEBENTURES, &c., engraved and 
printed. OFFICIAL SEALS igned and ted, 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO., 


Staticners, Printers, vers, Registration Agents, &c. 
49, FLEET STREET, LONDON, E.C, (corner of 
Serjeants’ Inn). 





Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 











4 





